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INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution 51 of the 1965 Genéral Legislataive
Session and House Resolution 250 of the 1964 First Extraordinary Session
(reproduced 1n Appendix A), the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
and subsequently the Postsecondary Education Commission has annually submitted
to the Governor, the Legislature, and other appropriate State officials an
analysis of faculty salaries and fringe benefits at the University of Califor-
nia and the California State University. :

[

Since 1977, the Commission has transmitted two reports each year:

e The first, prepared in the fall on the basis of prellﬂlnary data, 1s
designed primarily to assist the Department of Finance 1n preparing
salary recommendations for the Governor's Budget that 1s presented to the
Legislature 1n January.

e The second, prepared in the spring, updates the data of the preliminary
report, adds information on faculty salaries i1n the Californmia Community
Colleges and medical faculty salaries 1a the University, and provides
comparative information on salaries for selected administrative positions
within the University and State University. This second report is useful
to legislative fiscal committees during their budget hearings.

Both reports compare faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits 1n
Calafornia's public universities with those offered by groups of comparison
institutions that meet certain criteria and agree to exchange salary and
fringe benefit data. Neither report contains recommendations, but both
indicate the extent to which the University and the State University are
likely to lead or lag bebind the we:ighted average of their respective compar-
1son institutions and indicate the increases needed in each segment to brang
any faculty salary lag up to these averages |

In 1977, representatives of the segments, the Department of Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the Commission developed the methodol-
ogy that has been employed since then in preparing both the preliminary and
final reports. The details of this methodology are described in Appendix B,
but three facts about it are so important for an understanding of this
year's final report that they are emphasized here.

1. Disproportionate Representation of Economicallv Depressed States: The
lists of comparison institutions, which have remained unchanged since
1974, 1include

For the University of Califormia

1. Cornell University
2, Harvard University
3 Stanford University
4 State Universaity of New York at Buffalo !



University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign '
Universaity of Michigan-Ann Arbor

University of Wisconsin-Madison |
Yale University

D~

For the California State Unaversity:

Bowling Green State Unaversity (Ohio) |
Illinois State University \
Indiana State University

Towa State University

Miami University (Ohio)

Northern Illinois University

Portland State University (Oregon)

Southern Illinois University

State Universaity of New York at Albany

10. State Umiversity of New York College at Buffalo
11. Syracuse University

12, University of Colorado

13. Unaiversaity of Hawaia |
14, University of Nevada
15. University of Oregon !
16. University of Southern California

17. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

18 Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
19. Wayne State University {(Michigan)
20. Western Michigan University

Yoo o

As can be seen, the number of 1institutions included in these lists
located in the economically depressed Great Lakes region and Cregon make
up over half of the State University's comparison group and three of the
eight 10 the University's group. Their disproportionate numbers have
served to lower the comparison-group averages this year.

Duplicate Representation of Public Institutions 1n Certain States: The
State University's list of comparison institutions includes not merely
twe public inmstitutions in each of four states -- Michigan, New York,
Ohio, and Oregon -- but three public institutions in Illinois -- Illinois
State, Northern Illinois, and Southern Illinois Universities As such,
salary decisions in these states have a particularly large effect on
salary computations for the State University's comparison group as a
whole and this year have contributed to the overall low average of this
group. For example, in 1974, the three Illinois institutions paid
average salaries that scored in the fiftieth and sixtieth percentiles
nationally, according to the national survey of Category I (doctorate~
degree granting) institutions of the American Association of University
Professors. But by 1982-83, Illinois State University and Northern
Illinoi1s scored lower than the twentieth percentile in all four faculty
ranks, as did Southern Illinois at the upper three ranks.

(Officials of the California State University have recently requested
that 1ts comparison group of institutions be reconsidered.)



Problems with the Five-Year Projections: Apart from questions about the
pational representativeness of the comparison groups, 2 problem exists
in this year's projections. Two different sets of data are used for the
preliminary and final reports, sometimes resulting 1n considerable
differences between them. The reason 1s that the preliminary report
involves a two-year projection of faculty salaries, because current-year
data 1s not available at the time of 1ts survey, while the final report
involves only a one-year projection. For example, last December's
preliminary report projected 1984-85 salaries in the comparison groups
of i1nstitutions based on the latest salary data available from them last
spring, which was their actual 1982-83 salaries, and salaries paid five
years earlier -- in 1977-78. In contrast, this present final report
utilizes salary data from the current 1983-84 year and salaries paid
five years earlier -~ during 1978-79 -- for its projections.

In times of relative economic stability, thas procedure 1s usually
reliable 1n projecting eventual salaries, particularly in the final
report, which requires only a one-year projection. But during periods
of economic fluctuation such as recent years, large differences can
occur between the two reports, as 1llustrated in Table 1, and significant
over- or under-projections can result. For example, 1in 1975-76, 1980-81,
and 1981-82, projected salary levels at the comparlsbn institutions
proved considerably lower than their actual salaries because of high
increases in the Consumer Price Index the previous years -- 11 1 percent
1n 1974-75, 13.3 in 1979-80, and 11.5 1n 1980-81.

This next year, actual salaries at the comparison institutions may once
again differ considerably from those projected in this report, not
because of changes in the cost of living but because some of the currently
depressed states where comparison institutions are located may increase
salaries beyond what this year's salary computations predict. One
example is Wisconsin, which was unable to increase salaries this year
but, according to 1indications such as 1llustrated in Appendix C, will
seek 1ncreases next year. Meanwhile, comparison institutions 1in New
York, Colorado, Virginia, Nevada, and other states may try to exceed the
projected increases.

TABLE 1 Differences Between the Commission’s Preliminary and

Final Salary Reports in Projections of the Salary Lag

or Lead of the University of California and the California
State University in Relation to Their Respective Comparison
Groups, 1978~79 Through 1983-84

Year University of California The California State University

Projected Preliminary Final Difference Preliminary Final_ Difference

1978-79 - 7.50 - 7.96 + 0.46 - 3.8 - 3.27 - 0.53
1979-80 -12.50 -12.64 + 0.14 - §.82 -10.1 + 1.28
1980-81 -~ 3.88 - 5.01 + 1.13 -0 77 - 0.84 + 0.07
1981-82 - 2.71 - 5.75 + 3.04 2.59 - 0.5 + 3.09
1982-83 - 5.46 - 9.81 + 4.35 - 0.47 - 2.29 + 1.82
1983-84 -16.52 -18.5 + 1.98 - 9.03 - 9.2 + 0.17

Source. Commission staff review of previous salary reports.

_3- 1



Finally, 1t should be clear that the projected salary-level disparities
between California's public universities and their respective comparison
institutions 1s only cne measure of economic differences between these
institutions that affect their recruitment and retention of faculty -- and
thus these statistics should not be employed in the absence of other sources
of comparative information. There 1s growlng evidence that factors other
than direct salary comparisons alone, 1including dipfferences 1n cost of
living, per-capita income, and cost of housing within California and the
comparison institution states, warrant consideration in arriving at equitable
compensation for University and State University faculty.



ONE

FACULTY SALARY COMPARISONS

As noted in the Commission's Preliminary Report on Faculty Salaries, 1984-85
of last December, the condition of faculty salaries at the University of
California and the California State University 1is unusually complex this
year since salary increases did not become effective with the beginning of
the State's fiscal year on July 1, 1983. Instead, the University of Califor-
nia granted from salary appropriations an average faculty salary increase of
6 percent effective this past January 1, and also, on that same date, returned
the special 3 percent employer retirement contribution begun in 1966 to the
faculty salary base. (Through the University's newly instituted flexible
benefits program, 1ts faculty 1s paying this 3 percent retirement contribu-
tion themselves.) In addition, on this past April 1, the University granted
a faculty salary increase of 1 percent derived from its salaqy equity funds

The California State University granted an average salary, ancrease of 5.8
percent to 1ts faculty on January 1 and used 0.2 percent of its salary funds
to provide enhanced dental benefits on that same date.

Because of this unusual schedule under which salary increases were granted
this year, all calculations in this final report, as in the preliminary
report, are based on salary levels at the UDlVEISlt! and State University
that apply 1y after Apr11 1, 1984, Although the salary £_§pres in this report,
like those in the prellmlnary report, 1imply that these average salaries
existed throughout the entire 1983-84 fiscal year, in reality, actual average
faculty salaries in both segments in 1983-84 were lower. Thus the apparent
10.0 percent salary 1increase for faculty at the University really averaged
4.75 percent, while that of 6. 0 p percent 1in EEE State University averaged 4.1

pe rcent.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

I1f no action is taken by the Legislature and the Governor to increase funding
for salaries, the lag 1n average 1984-85 faculty salaries at the University
of California behind the weighted average of 1ts comparison group of eight
institutions 1s now projected to be 10.6 percent -- a decrease from the 12.8
percent projection in the preliminary report of last December, which was
derived from data of a year earlier.

Figure 1 shows graphically the all-ranks average faculty salaries at the
University and 1ts eight comparison institutions over the past tem Yyears,
the current fiscal year, and into 1984-85 as now projected for the comparison
institutions. Figure 2 shows the differences in average faculty salaries

between the University and 1ts comparison group for these saﬁe years. As 1t



Figure 1 Nige-Moqth All-Ranks Average Faculty Salaries at the
University of California and Its Eight Comparison
Institutions, 1973-74 Through Projected 1984-85
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i
|
indicates, without anm increase 1in University salaries, 1t$ average salary
for 1984-85 will be $4,312 below the weighted average of 1ts comparison
group. |
|

Figure 2 also shows that for the past 11 years, University' average faculty
salaries have been consistently behind 1ts comparison institutions with one
exception -- 1980-81. The greatest lag -- $3,346 -- occurred in 1982-83,
but lags exceeded $1,000 during three other years. This , current lag of
$844 18 equivalent to 2.1 percent. |

Table 2 below shows where the University has stood among all pine institutions
for each of the past eight years at each of 1ts three professorial ranks.
The standing of the University's professors has not been higher than fifth
position during the most recent eight years. Associate professors achieved
fourth position in 1979-80, when the State provided funds for!an unprecedented
14.5 percent salary increase, but before and after that lyear thev have
generally raoked below the midpoint, and in 1978-79 they oFcupied the last
position. Assistant professors ranked second or third during four of the
eight years but have dropped recently to below mid-rank, 'reaching theair
lowest, and last, position in 1982-83.

It 1s pnot the purpose of this report to recommend 1ncreases in faculty
salaries nor to advise the University's Regents and administrators regarding
the distrabution of salary funds. For 1llustrative purposeé only, however,
and assuming all comparison institutions grant the same increase, a general
across-the~board increase in 1984-85 faculty salaries of 10.6 percent at the
University would leave its professors’' salaries in fifth place, elevate
associate professors’' to fourth place, and raise assistant professors' to
second place among the nine universities, including the Uni&er51ty of Cali-
fornia.

TABLE 2 Ranking of Professorial Salaries at the University of
California Among All Nine Institutions Compared for the
Faculty Salary Reports, 1976-77 Through 1983-84¢

Associate Assistant .

Year Professor Professor Professor
1976-77 3 5 2
1977-78 6 7 2
1978-79 8 9 7
1979-80 5 4 2
1980-81 5 5 3
1981-82 5 6 6
19082-83 7 8 9
1983-84 5 7 7

Source. California Postsecondary Education Commission staff| analysis.

_?_ 1



THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

|
In 1984-85, 1f the Legislature and Governor take no action to increase
salary funds, the projected lag in State University faculty|salar1es behind
the weighted average salaries of 1ts 20 comparison institutions will be
52,533, or 7.6 percent -- a decrease from the 10.0 percent derived in the

preliminary report. !

Figure 3 shows all-ranks average faculty salaries at the étate University
and 1ts 20 comparison 1institutions over the past decade and projected into
1984-85. These relationships are shown as differences in average salaries
in Figure 4. As this latter figure shows, during the past eleven years,
average faculty salaries at the State University exceeded those in its
comparison institutions during eight vears and fell behind in three. For
the current year, Figure 4 1ndicates that the State Unlver51ty s average
salary lags by 1 percent, but because this assumes that salaries paid to the
faculty since January ! have applied for the entire f1scal year, actually

its salary lag 1s 3.1 percent. |

During the current year, State University professors' salaries ranked four-
teenth, associate professors' fifteenth, and assistant professors' thirteenth
among all 21 1institutions (inlcuding the State University) used for its

salary comparisons. A general across-the-board increase of 7.6 percent in
1984-85 would leave its professors' average salaries 1in e1ghth place, associ-

ate professors' at tenth place, and assistant professors' at plnth place.
|

EFFECTS OF THE DEPRESSED ECONOMY !
IN THE GREAT LAKES REGION AND OREGON i

As noted i1n the Introduction to this report, projections of 1984-85 salary
differentials should be viewed cautiously because a number' of the public

institutions used 1n the University's and State Un1vers1ty S comparison

groups are located in the economically depressed Great Lakes region aad

Oregon. Uncertainties about the economy of these states have contributed
both to the difficulties that the University and State University have

experienced in obtaining data from their comparison inestitutions as well as
to questions about the validity of these data in representing nationwide

conditions.

More precisely, the Great Lakes region includes three of the four public
universities 1n the University's comparison group of eight|institutions --
the Universities of Illinois, Michigan, and Wiscons1n-ﬂadisqn -- and onine of
the 20 comparison institutions for the State University -- Bowling Green and
Miama Umiversity in Ohio; Illinois State, Northern Illinois, and Southern
Illinois Universities in Illinois; Indiana State University'in Indiana; the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 1n Wisconsin, and Wayne State and Western
Michigan Universities in Michigan. Two other State University comparison
institutions -- Portland State University and the University of Oregon --



Figure 3 Nine-Month All-Ranks Average Faculty Salaries at the
California State University and Its Twenty Comparison
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|
are located in a state where total and per-capita persoPal income have
fallen well below the national average. Most of these institutions appear

to be suffering from the depressed economy 1n their regions.

Total personal income 1in the United States grew by 6.4 percent between 1981
and 1982, and in California by 7.1 percent, but per-capita income in the
Great Lakes region rose only 4.0 percent -- the lowest of any region i1denti-
fied 1in research conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Ahalysis -- and 1n
Oregon by only 3.7 percent. Table 3 shows these differences in real dollars
for 1981~82, as well as 1in constant 1972 dollars between 1980 and 1982. It
1llustrates that the recent economic recovery has been distributed unevenly
throughout the United States. The Great Lakes region and Oregon have not
experienced the same improvement as the nation at large, let alone as Cali~-
fornia. Worse, in five of these seven states, 1982 personal income declined
from that in 1980, as measured 1n constant dollars.

This uneven distribution of economic recovery among the states in which
compariscn institutions are located is also 1llustrated by!thelr change 1in
rank 1n terms of per-capita income, as displayed in Table 4. |While California
moved up from sixth to fifth place in per-capita income thween 1977 and
1982, states i1n the Great Lakes region and Oregon fell by substantial amounts --
Michigan, from ninth rank to nineteenth; and Indiana, Wisconsin, and Oregon,
from above or at the midpoint to below.

|
TABLE 3 Percent Change in Total Personal Income 1n Current
Dollars, 1981-82 and in Constant 1972 Dollars,
1980-82, for Selected Regions and the United States

Percent Change Percent! Change
Area Current Dollars, 13981-82 Constant 1972!Do]]ars, 1980-82
|
|
United States 6 4 13.6
Great Lakes Region 4 0 -11.5
Illinois 5.0 - 1.6
Indiana 4.0 - 2.3
Michigan 1.7 0.7
Ohio 4.7 - 5.0
Wisconsin 5.1 1.1
California 71 41
Coloradoe 7.8 }1.8
Connecticut 7.5 |5 0
Hawa1i 6.6 1.7
Towa 0.7 10.3
Massachusetts 7.3 49
Nevada 57 5.7
New York 79 "4.7
Cregon 37 - 3.5
Virginia 7 4 5.6

|
Sources: 1981-82 data: U.S5. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1?83, p. 36:
1980-82 data: U.S., Bureau of the Census, 1983, p. 456.
| R
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These declines are reflected in 1982-83 and 1983-84 facultyisalar1es at the
comparison institutions located in these states. For example, 1n 1983-84,
salaries fell 0.4 percent at the Universaty of Wisconsin-Had;son == a University
of California comparison institution -- and 1.2 percent at the University of
Wisconsin-Hilwaukee -- a State University comparison instiltution; and they
are scheduled to increase 3.84 percent effective thie next July 1. (Heller,
1984, p. 17; reproduced 1n Appendix C)

|
If the Univers:ity of Wisconsin were to be deleted from this year's salary
computations because of 1ts unusual 1983-84 circumstances, the average
faculty salary lag within the University of California would be 13.8 percent
in 1984-85 rather than 10.6 percent. Samilarly, if only one public institu-
tion were used from the State University’'s comparison states of Oregon, New
York, Illinois, Ohio, and Michigan, the projected lag in the State University's
average faculty salaries would increase from 7.6 to 9.9 peréent. Or 1f even
the three Illinois institutions were alone deleted (becausé of their large
infiluence on the average of the comparison group), the State University
would still lag by 9.3 percent behind the average of the remaining 17 compar-
i1son 1nstitutions.

Overall, faculty salaries in the 20 institutions that make up the State
University's comparison group are increasingly unrepresentative of faculty
salaries i1n public universities nationally. According to anoual salary data
gathered by the American Association of University Professors, the comparison
20 not only fell 4.0 percent behind the average of all 105 pubhlc universities
1n the most recent year for which data are available -- 1682-83 -- but have
fallen further and further behind each year since 1978-79. If the compariscn
20 had maintained the same salary relationship with all lOSipublic universi-
ties that they did during the decade of the 1970s, an average salary increase
of at least 11.6 percent (7.6 + 4.0 percent) would be necessary for the
State University to reach the weighted average of salar1e# in all these
public universities. .

TABLE ¢ Ranking of Selected States Among thel Fifty

States in Per-Capita Income, 1977 and 1982

State 1977 11982
California 6 i 5
Colorado 18 | 12
Connecticut 3 ;3
Hawaii 8 . 15
Illinois 5 | 8
Indiana 25 ' 34
Towa 21 i 28
Massachusetts 15 10
Michigan 9 19
Nevada 7 L 13
New York 10 6
Ohio 19 23
Oregon 20 ' 31
Virginia 24 20
Wisconsin 23 29

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1983. p. 36.
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CONCLUSION

To place the Commission's 1984-85 salary projections in perspective, Table 5
on page 13 lists for the 20 years since the start of this series of reports
the percentage 1ncreases (1) requested by the University and State University,
(2) projected by the Commission or 1ts predecessor, the Coordinating Council
for Higher Education, and (3) adopted by the Governor and Legislature.
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TABLE 5 Faculty Salary Increases Reguested by the Universily

of California and The California State University,
Increases Required to Attain Parity with Fomparison
Institutions, and Salary Increases Granted by the

Governor and the Legislature, 1965-66 Through 1983-84

Segmental CCHE/CPEC !Increases
Requests Reports | Granted
Year uc Csu uc CSuU uc CsU

1965-66 10.0% 10.0% No Report T.L% 10.7%

1966-67 8.1 11.2 2.5 6.6 2.5 6.6

1967-68 7.5 18.5 6.5 8.5 5.0 5.0

1968-69 5 4 10.0 5.5 10.0 5.0 7.5

1969-70 5.3 5.2 5.2 5 2 5.0 5.0

1970-71 7.2 7.0 7.2 7.0 0.0 0.0

1971-72 11.2 13.0 11.2 13.0 0.0 0.0

1972-73 13.1 13.0 13 1 13.0 9.0 8.4

1973-74 6.4 1.5 6.4 8.8 5.4 7.5

1974-75 4 5 55 4.5 4.2 5.5 5.3

1975-76 11.0 10.4 11.0 9.7 7.2 7.2

1976-77 4.6 7.2 4.6 4 6 6.3 4.3

1977-78 6.8 8.5 5.0 5.3 5.0 5.0

1978-79 9.3 9.9 8.0 3.3 0.0 0.0

1979-80 16.0 14.4 12.6 10.1 14.5 14.5

1980-81 10.5 11.0 5.0 0.8 9.8 9.8

1981-82 95 17.71 5.8 0.5 GJDZ 6.02

1982-83 9.0,  None 9.8 2.3 0.lo, 0.0¢

1983-84 N/A None 18.5 9.2 6.0 6.0

1984-85 12.8 None 10 6 76 -- --

1. The State University Trustees did not approve salary requests for 1982-83,
1983-84, or 1984-85, due to the anticipation of collective bargaining
negotiations. |

2. Although the Governor and the Legislature approved no general salary
increase, they did approve a $50 per employee reduction 1n retirement
contributions |

3. The Regents did not submit a specific request for 1983-84, but urged
amounts sufficient to attain parity by 1984-85. This should require
increases of about 12 percent in each of the 1983-84 and 1984-85 fiscal
years |

4. The University granted i1ts faculty a 6 percent salary increase on January
1, 1984, from salary appropriations, returned the special 3 percent
employer retirement contribution to the salary base on that same date,
and granted an additional 1 percent on April 1, 1984 from 1ts salary
equity funds. .

5. The State University, through collective bargaining,’ granted a 5.8

percent salary increase effective January 1, 1984 andiused 0.2 percent

of its salary funds to provide enhanced dental benefits beginning on
that same date.

Source: Previous and current faculty salary reports of the Coordinating

Council for Higher Education and the Califormia Poétsecondary Educa-

tion Commission.
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TWO

OTHER SALARY COMPARISONS

|

|

|
Further perspective on the economic status of University and State University
faculty members can be gained by comparing their salaries with those of
occupational groups employed in the federal civil service and private industry.
Because most faculty are employed on a nine-month basis while industrial and
civil service employees are employed on a twelve-month ﬂasis, for such
comparisons nine-month faculty salaries are converted to twelve-month equiva-

lents. |

Figure 5 shows the differences among salaries for selected occupations and
federal civil service employees based on the most recent natloHW1de survey
(excluding Hawaii and Alaska) of federal cavil service and 1ndustr1&1 salaries
conducted annually by the Bureau of Labor Statistics -- that of March 1983.
It also shows University and State University nine-month faculty salaries,
both for nine months and converted to twelve months, as of the same time.
The following observations flow from these comparisons:

INSTRUCTORS' SALARIES '

s Beginning 1nstructors' salaries at the State University, even after
conversion to twelve-month levels, were lower than all professional
pesitions included in the survey.

|

e These beginning instructors' salaries were equal to those paid to highly
competent secretaries and technical photographers but were less than
those paid to experienced clerical purchasing a551stants, draftsmen, or
engineering technicians who had gained a modest amount of experience.
They were approximately equal to the average salary for the G§-7 level in

federal civil service. |

e The top of the instructors' scale in the State Unlver31ty was below that
of experienced technical-support personnel and well below those of begin-
ning attorneys, engineers, chief accountants, and directors of personnel.

|

|

|
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS' SALARIES

|
e Beginning assistant professors' salaries at the State Pn1vers1ty, even
after converting to twelve-month equivalents were below those paid by

industry to technicians, draftsmen, and photographers| who have only
modest levels of experience. They were equal to averagﬁ salaries paid to
beginning chemists in industry and to the GS-8 to GS-9 range of federal

civil service, but they fell $6,000, $4,500, $11,000, and|$10,000 short,
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FIGURE 5 Ranges of Federal Civil Service and Selected Private-
Sector Salaries as of March 1983, and of| 1982-83
University and State University Nzne-Month Faculty
Salaries for Nine Months and Converted to Twelve Months
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NOTE: The federal and industtial salary data come from a survey converlng
22 million workers 1n some 44,000 establishments, of whaom 45 percent
were professional, administrative, technical or clerical employees.
All but 16 percent of the University's faculty and all but 3 percent
of the State University's faculty have nine-month app01ntments.

SOURCE. For federal and industrial salaries, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1983, pp. 7-15, 77-78. For University and State University salaries,
California Postsecondary Education Commission. :
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respectavely, of those paid to beginning industrial attorneys, engineers,
chief accounts, and directors of personnel.

The average assistant professors' salaries at the State University were
equal to the beginning salary for engineers who commonly possess only the
B.S. degree

|
The top step in the assistant professors' range at the State University
ranked below the average salaries paid to technicians and draftsmen and
was equal to that paid to the most experienced photographers. It was
approximately equal to the average salary paid to federal cavil servants
holding a GS~-11 rating.

Beginning assistant professors' salaries at the Un:versity were equal to
the beginning salaries for attorneys and for GS8-11 civil service but were

slightly below that paid to highly experienced engineering technicians.

Top~of-the~scale assistant professors' salaries at the University were
approximately equal to those of the GS-12 level in civil service and of
experienced buyers, but lower than the average of most other professional
positions.

ASSOCIATE PROFESSCRS' SALARIES

Beginning associate professors' salaries 1in the State University fell
below those of highly experienced engineering technicians 1n the private
sector and were comparable to GS5-11 i1n federal civil service.

Associate professors in the University had a narrow salary range -- only
$3,220 between first step and top step -- on a 12-month basis, and fell
within the G5-13 range of civil service.

Assoctiate professor salaries at the University lay mid-range of the
salaries for attorneys, engineers, chief accountants, chem:sts, directors
of personnel, and accountants. '

PROFESSORS' SALARIES

State Unaversity professors' salaries topped out at the average of the
federal GS-13 level, while the University's topped out slightly above the
GS-15 level.

Maximum salaries for professors in the State University were equal to
private-sector salaries for attorney IV, engineer IV, chief accountant
IT, chemist V, director of personnel I1, and accountant V; which means
these maximums were approximately 545,000 below the highest average
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salary groupings for attorneys, $30,000 below the highest average group
of engineers and chief accountants, $22,000 below the highest grouping of
chemists and directors of personnel, and about $12,000 below the average
of the highest grouping of accountants.

The highest private-sector groupings of attorneys exceeded the top of the
University's professor scale by $25,000; engineers and chief accounts
exceeded 1t by $7,000, and chemists and directors of personnel did so by

$2,000.
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THREE

FRINGE BENEFITS

The 1984-85 Analysis of the Budget Bill contains the following language (pp.
1679-1680):

We recommend that CPEC submit to the legislative fiscal committees
by March 15, 1984, a fringe bemefit evaluation proposal which
identifies the funding needed and the specific tasks that must be
performed in order for the commission to provide a more analytical
in-depth review of the current benefits offered to California
faculty, as compared with the benefits offered to faculty at
comparison institutions. We further recommended that separate
cost estimates be prepared for a study in 1984-85 covering (1)
both UC and CSU comparison 1institutions, (2) only UC comparison
institutions, and (3) only CSU comparison institutions.

In compliance with this recommendaticn, Commission staff has developed cost
estimates for a study of benefits that could be undertaken in 1984~-85 In
the meantime, however, data on fringe benefits from the University, the
State University, and their comparison groups of institutions remain limited
to the costs of providing these benefits.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The University's analysis of the cost of fringe benefits, including the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, appears 1n Table 7, while Table 8 shows the
University's contributions to its faculty's fringe benefits as of 1983-84.

Table 6 indicates that the University's contribotion to employee fringe
benefits will lag behind its comparison institution contributions by 51,553,
or 19.8 percent, 1n 1984-85 This 1s equivalent to 3.4 percent of its
average salary, 1f University salaries are brought up to the average of its
comparison i1nstitutions.

It 15 unclear how this figure relates to the 3 percent employer contribution
to retirement that the University returned to its faculty, who in turn are

now making this contribution to retirement on a tax-exempt basis under the

University's new flexible benefit program. Similarly, the meaning of this

figure in terms of comparability 1in retirement programs, quality of health

insurance programs, and other countable benefits will remain unknown until a
major study 1s completed.
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TABLE 6 Cost of Fringe Benefits at the University of California

and Its Comparison Eight Institutions

Associate Assistant

Professor Professor Professor Jl'We'ramg_e_.l
Comparison Eight Institutions:
1983-84 Avﬁrage Fringe
Benefits 10,288 7,907 6,882
1978-79 Average Fringe
Benefits 6,094 4,109 3,383
1984-85 Prgjected Fringe ,
Benefits 11,424 9,013 7,932 10,384
|
University of California
1983,-84 Axerage Fringe
Benefits 9,843 7,401 6,583 8,831
Percentage Adjustment needed 16.1 21.8 20.5 17.6
to make UC fringe benef:its |
equal to the 1984-85 projected
average comparison fringe
benefits
Less (adjustment for the effect of 7.8
10.6 range adjustment):
Net adjustment needed to achieve
parity: 9.8

1. Average based on the projected 1984-85 staffing pattern of the
University.

2. Computed from confidential data received from comparison institutions.

3. Compound annual, growth rate over the five-year period for each rank

15 used for the cone-year projection.

4. Equivalent to an average of $2,321.20 plus 15.96 percent of average

salary.

Source: Office of the Senior Vice President--Academic Affairs, Universaty

of California

-920-



TABLE 7 University of California Average Contributions to Faculty
Fringe Benefits, 1983-84

Retirement /FICA 14.75% of salary1
Unemployment Insurance .25% of salary
Workers' Compensation Insurance .51% of salary
Health and Dental Insurance-Annuitants .95% of salary
Dental Imnsurance $ 305.00
Health Insurance 1,946 00%
Life Insurance 16.20 I
Non-Industrial Disability Insurance 54.00

TOTAL $2,321.20 15.96% of salary

1. Effective January 1, 1984.

Source: Vice President-Budget and University Relations, University of Cali-
fornia.

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

In prior years, the Chancellor's Office of the State University obtained
data on faculty salaries and fringe benefits from 1ts comparison institutions
by requesting each of them to provide a copy of their completed Higher
Fducation General Information Survey (HEGIS) form on Salaries, Tenure, and
Fringe Benefits of Full-Time Instructional Faculty. This procedure worked
well for a number of years, minimizing the effort of the comparison rnstitu-
tions and thus assuring their continued inclusion 1n the State University's
comparison group; but it failed this year. Unbeknown to the State University,
the National Center for Education Statistics changed the HEGIS form for
1983-84 by requesting fringe-benefit data for all nine- and twelve-month
faculty rather than for each academic rapnk within these two categories.
Thus, the State Unmiversity has been unable to provide a rank-by-rank compar-
1son of fringe benefits with 1ts comparison institutions, since it was
impossible to adjust their data to 1ts staffing pattern. 'Consequently, no
direct rank-by-rank comparison of fringe benefits paid by the State University
and 1ts comparison 1nstitutions can be made io this final report. Table 8
thus displays only the average cost of these benefits in the State Unmiversity
and 1ts comparison institutions for 1983-84, without projecting them 1into
1984-85.

Despite the absence of much needed data, in 1981 the Commission compared for
the previous ten years the costs to the University, the State University,
and a number of comparison institutions for six benefits -- (1) retirement
and social security programs, (2} unemployment 1nsurance, {(3) worker's
compensation, (4) medical/health insurance, (5) life insurance, and (6)
disability insurance. That report indicated that both of Califormia's two
public univers:ties had expended increasingly larger amounts of money on the
above benefits than their comparison groups during that period. During
1974-75, for example, the comparison institutions contributed an average of
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35.4 and 27.7 percent more for benefits than did the University and State
University, respectively, but by 1981-82, these percentages reversed to
-30.3 and -35.6. The report noted, "the causes of these shifts are unknown
and represent an anomaly since salary differentials do not show similar
trends."” (p. 1)

Finally, although few data exist with which to compare the cost of University
and State University fringe benefits to those in business and industry, the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States has found that the expense of the
latter benefit plans climbed to 37.3 perceant in 1981 -- well above the level
of costs of either the University or State University. (California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission, 1983b, page 11).

TABLE 8 Costs of Fringe Benefits at the California State
University and Its Twenty Comparison Institutions, 1983-84

Comparison Institutions California State University
Benefit Cost Benefit Cost
Average As Percent of Average As Percent of
Cost Averaqe Salary Cost Average Salary
Retirement $ 3,385 11.21% $ 5,963 18.26%
Social Security 1,334 4.42 1,877 5.75
Medical & Dental 1,206 4.00 1,965 6.02
Disability Insurance 163 0.54
Tuition 243 0.80
Unemployment Insurance 99 0.33 109 0.33
Life Insurance 131 0.43
Workmen's Compensation 112 0.37 102 0.31
Total Benefit § 6,673 22.1 % $10,016 30.7 %

Expenditures

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University.
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FOUR

COSTS OF HOUSING '

Because one of the major impediments of the University and State Unmiversity
in hiring outstanding new faculty 1s the high price of real estate in virtu-
ally all urban areas of Califormia, both the University and State University
have gathered data on housing costs that are summarized here.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

For the March 1984 meeting of the Regents, the Office of the President
prepared the comparative indices listed in Table 9 on costs of housing 1n
five cities nationally from which University faculty are often recruited and
in 81X areas in California where University campuses are located.

At their July meeting, the Regents will coansider expanding their housing
assistance programs, which are now almost fully subscribed. The logic
behind this action 1s that even 1f University salaries are brought up to the
average of 1ts comparison 1institutions, the enormous disparity between
housing costs in California and other parts of the nation will still be a
deterrent to recruiting new faculty.

TABLE 9 Housing Price Indices 1n Eleven Metropolitan Areas

Area Index
Columbus, Ohio (Ohio State University) 1.00
Austin, Texas (University of Texas) 1.30
Chicago, I1linois (Northwestern University) 1.04
Madison, Wisconsin {University of Wisconsin) 1.66
Boston, Mass. (Harvard University and M.I.T.) | 1.57
San Francisco Bay Area 1.91 - 2.52
Sacramento , 1.35
Riverside 1.23 - 1.68
Los Angeles Area 1.15 - 4.77
Orange 1.68 - 3.99
San Diego 1.51 - 2.24

Source: Office of the President, University of California.
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

In order to obtain comparative information on relevant housing costs, the
Chancellor's Office of the State University requested data in 1982 from the
Los Angeles office of Coldwell-Banker Relocation Service on the typical
selling price of comparable houses in 1ts 19 locations and those of its 20
comparison institutions. Coldwell-Banker supplied the data on standard
owner-occupied houses as of November 1981 that appear in Table 10. (A
“"standard” house is described as having three bedrooms, two bathrooms, and
approximately 2,000 square feet of floor space.) If the locations of the 20
comparison iastitutions are weighted by numbers of faculty, the average home
price 1n November 1981 near a State Unaversity campus was $12%9,700, compared
to 591,200 in the comparison group. That is, an average State University
faculty member would pay $38,500, or 42 percent, above a comparison group
faculty member for housing.

Other data suppoert the same theme. For example, a ranking of 1980 Census
data from the nation's cities on various housing characteristics placed 27
California cities 1n the top 35 of the nation's most expensive in terms of
housing ("How They Rank,”™ 1983, p. 39). Home prices statewide in California
were the second highest nationally, exceeded only by Hawaii (p. 43).

TABLE 10 Standard Housing Prices 1in Communities with State
University Campuses or with Comparison Institutions,
November 1981 :

€sU Campus Location Prices Comparison Institution Location Prices
San Francisco $275,000 Honolulu $200,000
Los Angeles 165,000 Los Angeles . 165,000
Northridge 165,000 Portland, QOregon 100,000
Fullerton 145,000 Reno 93,000
San Diego 140,000 Detroit 91,200
Long Beach 130,000 Milwaukee 86,000
Pomona 110,000 Ames, Iowa 85,000
San Bernardino 110,000 De Kalb, Illinois 82,000
Hayward 100,000 Blacksburg, Virginia 80,000
San Jose 97,000 Eugene 78,500
Sonoma (Santa Rosa) 90,000 Bloomington, Illinois 75,000
Sacramento 85,000 Boulder 70,000
Fresno 79,500 Bowling Green, Ohio 65,000
Kalamazoo : 65,000
Bakersfield 76,500 Buffalo ' 63,000
Stanislaus (Turlock) 70,000 Albany 62,000
Chico 65,000 Syracuse 57,000

Source: Coldwell-Banker Relocation Service.
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Similarly, a recent survey by the United States League of Savings Institu-
tions, released on April 10, 1984, disclosed that four of the nation's five
most expensive housing markets are i1n California, with Washington, D.C.
ranked third ("L.A. Area Housing Costs," 1984). The top 20 cities, including
five 1n California, are:

City Median Price
1. Los Angeles - Long Beach $ 139,950
2  Anaheim - Santa Ana - Gardeno Grove 125,018
3. Washington, D.C. 120,600
4., San Francisco - Oakland 120,074
5. San Diego 106,000
6. Honolulu 105,000
7. Memphis, Tennessee 93,000
8. Charlotte - Gastonia, North Carolina 92,050
9. Salt Lake City - Ogden 90,780
10 Denver - Boulder 90,100
11 New York 89,875
12. Seattle - Everett 88,500
13. Dallas - Ft. Worth 85,967
14. Fresno 85,967
15. Newark, New Jersey 83,015
16. New Haven - West Haven 81,900
17. Atlanta 80,700
18. Boston 80,525
19. New Brunswick-Perth Amboy-Sayerville 79,755
20 Jacksonville, Florida 78,522

Nationwide, the survey found the median sales price for a house was 565,000,
down from $72,000 in 1981. Despite this national trend, home prices 1in most
Southern California urban areas have continued to rise. These data indicate
that home buyers in the Los Angeles-Anaheim areas typically pay almost 75
percent more for housing than people elsewhere in the country, with San
Francisco, Oakland, and San Diego not far behind. These high-cost cities,
of course, are where major campuses of the University and State University
were located in order to serve students 1n the State's metropeolitan areas.
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FIVE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

In February 1979, the Legislative Analyst recommended :in his Analysis of the
Budget for 1979-80 that the Commission include information on Community
College faculty salaries in i1ts annual faculty salary reports. The Commission
first responded to this recommendation i1n April 1979, when 1ts final faculty
salary report for 1979-80 included data on Community College salaries for
1977-78, although not for the then current year of 1978-79.

Commission staff proposed that the submission of Community College faculty
salary data in subsequent years be formalized, and for this purpose the
Legislature appropriated §15,000 to the Chancellor's Office of the Community
Colleges -~ the amount that the Chancellor indicated would be needed annually
for the task. In August 1979, Commission staff ocutlined for the Chaacellor
the specific information desired (reproduced in Appendix F) and asked the
Chanceller to adhere to a March 15 reporting date in subsequent years. In
1981-82, the Chancellor's Office 1nitiated a computerized data collection
system for this purpose, having compiled the data by hand prior to that
year. In 1983, for various reasons, including a fire in the Chancellor's
Office that had destroyed many of the computer programs and equipment needed
to generate the 1982-83 report and difficulties in assuring accurate data
from all 106 Communaty Colleges by the March 15 reporting date, Commission
staff and the Chancellor's staff agreed to delay the 1984 deadline to April
15 The Chancellor's Office was able to meet this due date, and 1t appears
likely to be able to do so in future years with reasonably high accuracy 1in
the data.

This year's data resulted from the third annual use of the Community Colleges'
computerized "Staff Data File". This file provides information on the
number of full-time and part-time faculty employed by each district and
their age, sex, ethnicity, teaching load, promotions, new hires, number of
continuing faculty, salaries and stipends or bonuses. It 1s a complex
document not only because of these many categories of data but also because
the 70 districts vary widely in their administrative and salary policies.
Each year, however, more 'bugs" are removed from the program, and the data
become more comprehensive and accurate; and this chapter summarizes both
salary and non-salary data from :t.

At the time data were collected for this year's Staff Data File last Fall,
Community College funding for the 1983-84 fiscal year was unresolved.
Consequently, 42 of the 70 districts were still in the process of negotiating
faculty salaries. On April 1, the Chancellor's Office mailed a guestion-
nairre to these 42 dastricts i1n order to update their salary data. As of
that date, 28 of these districts were still engaged 1n negotiations.
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FULL-TIME FACULTY

California's Community Colleges use the terminology of the elementary and
secondary schools 1n describing faculty rather than that of the University
or State Unaversity. That is, they distinguish between "contract" and
"regular" full-time faculty, with contract faculty being those who are
employed on a year-to-year probationary basis, similar to Unaversity and
State University faculty who are still in their probationary years while
"Regular'" faculty are those who have gained tenure. Of the 16,235 contract
and regular full-time faculty, 3.9 percent (640) were employed on a 11-12
month basis, 6.3 percent (1,022) were employed on an eight-month or less
basis, while 89.8 percent (14,573) were employed on a 9-10 month basis.

Salary Schedules

Other Community College faculty practices that parallel those in the elementary
and secondary schools are the infrequent categorization of faculty by rank,
such as professcr, associate professor, assistant professor, or instructor;
and their payment on schedules that vary widely by district but that generally
i1nvolve a combination of years of experience and academic credits. Stipends
or bonuses above and beyond the schedule are paid for additional duties such
as coaching, department chair, or other admmnistrative duties, and for
possession of an earned doctorate from an accredited institution.

Typically a salary schedule may include 12 to 15 salary steps within four to
eight classes defined by academic preparation, such as "bachelor's degree,"
"master's degree,"” "master's plus 15 units,"” "master's plus 30 units," and
"master's plus 45 units,"” with an added class for an earned doctorate. The
55 districts that take an earned doctorate into account 1in their salary
schedule, current rewarded doctoral recipients by a yearly stipend ranging
from $300 to 51,200 over scheduled salaries for the master's degree plus
some specified number of academic units. The 15 other districts do not
differentiate salaries for faculty with an earned doctorate from those for
faculty member with a master's degree and 45 or some other specified number
of additional academic credits.

A typical Community College District salary schedule -- that of Compton --
1s shown 1n Table 11 on page 29.

Average Salaries

Figure 6 shows average faculty salaries i1n the Community Colleges, including
stipends or bonuses, for full-time faculty from 1975-76 to 1983-84. Together
with the percentage increase over each previous year. As can be seen, these
increases have been relatively consistent from year to year, rising to a
peak of 8.9 percent in 1979-80, when inflation reached 1ts highest point in
two decades (a 13.3 percent rise 1in the Consumer Price Index). In contrast,
salary increases 1n the University and State University have fluctuated
widely -- from a high of 14 5 percent i1n 1979-80 to a low of zero in 1978-79
and again 1n 1982-83.
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TABLE 11 Compton Community College District Full-Time Faculty
Salary Schedule, 1983-84

C'Iass.|
I II II1 IV v
Step (B.A.) (M.A.) (M.A. +48) (M.A. +66) (M.A. +84)
1 $15,698  $17,032 518,366 $19,700 $21,034
2 16,514 17,848 19,182 24,516 21,850
3 17,330 18,664 19,998 21,332 22,666
4 18,146 19,480 20,814 22,148 23,482
5 18,962 20,296 21,630 22,964 24,298
6 19,778 21,112 22,446 23,780 25,114
7 20,594 21,928 23,262 24,596 25,930
8 21,410 22,744 24,078 25,412 26,746
9 22,226 23,560 24,894 26,228 27,562
10 23,042 24,376 25,710 27,044 28,378
11 23,858 25,192 26,526 27,860 29,194
12 24,674 26,008 27,342 28,676 30,010
12415 year increase 25,490 26,824 28,158 25,492 30,826
12420 year increase 26,306 27,640 28,974 30,308 31,642
12+25 year 1increase 27,122 28,456 29,790 31,124 32,458

Note: A faculty member holding an earned doctoral degree from an accredited
institution shall receive an additional yearly stipend of 351,000.00. This
salary schedule utilizes a base of $15,698, a training differential of
approximately 8.5 percent, and step increment of approximately 5.2 percent
lCLASS I Bachelor's Degree.

CLASS II HMaster's Degree.

CLASS III Master's Degree with a total of 48 units above the Bachelor's

Degree.

CLASS IV Master's Degree with a total of 66 units above the Bachelor's
Degree.

CLASS V  Master's Degree with a total of 84 units above the Bachelor's
Degree.

Source: Adapted from Staff Data File, Chancellor's Office, Califormia
Community Colleges

The 1ncrease of 2.7 percent indicated in Figure é for Community College
faculty salaries in 1983-84 over 1982-83 1s most likely not a true indicator
of this year's actual increase. As mentioned earlier, the Chancellor conducted
a special survey on April 1, 1984, of the 42 districts that were still in
negotiation last fall in order to provide the latest possible information
available on 1983-84 salaries. The results of that survey are summarized in
Table 12 on page 31 along with similar data for the two previous vears.
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FIGURE 6 Nine-Month and Twelve-Month Average Faculty Salaries,
Including Stipends, California Community Colleges,
1975-76 Through 1983-84
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Source* California Postsecbndarﬁ Education Chusion

Several facts stand out 1n this Table:

1. One Community College district had to negotiate a 5 percent decrease 1in
average salaries 1n order to meet its financial commitments and remain
1n operation.

2. Twelve districts were unable to grant faculty salary increases beyond
step or column advances for changes i1n experience or educational status.

3. During 1981-82 -- a stable year for funding the Community Colleges --
all districts had concluded salary negotiations by Apral 1. But in
1982-83, when the Legislature removed $30 million from the Community
Colleges' budget and directed that certain avocational courses which
were formerly state supported become self-supporting, two districts were
still in contact negotiations on April 1, and 25 other districts were
unable to grant any faculty salary increases. As of April 1, 1984, 28
districts were still engaged in contract negotiations as a result of the
lack of resolution of the Community Colleges' budget untal mid-year.

Nine of the 42 districts that have completed salary negotiations for 1983-84

have placed all or part of their salary increases in "off-schedule” adjustments,
which means that all or part of these increases are for the curreant fiscal
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TABLE 12 Salary Increases Granted to Full-Time Community College
Faculty as of April 1, 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Range of Sa]ary Cum Cum Cum
Increase No. % .4 No. 7 3 % No. 4 y 4
-5.0--2.6 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 1 1.4 1.4
-2.5--0.1 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 ] 0.0 1.4
0.0 7 9 7 9.7 25 34.7 34.7 12 16.7 18.1

+ 0.1 -+ 2.4 0 0.0 9.7 5 6.9 41.6 8 11.1 29.2
+ 2.5 -+ 4.9 6 8.3 18.0 16 22.2 63.8 11 15.3 44 .5
+5.0 -+ 7.4 32 44.5 62 5 14 19.5 83.3 7 9.7 54.2
+7.5-+9.9 20 27.8 90.3 6 8.3 91.6 3 4.1 58.3
+10.0 - +12.4 6 3.3 98.6 4 56 97.2 2 2.8 61.1
+12.5 - +14.9 1 1 4 100.0 0 0.0 97.2 0 0.0 61.1
Undecided 0 0.0 100.0 2 2.8 100.0 28 38.9 100.0
Total3 72 100.0 100.0 72 100.0 100.0 72 100.0 100.0

1. Excludes step and column advances for changes in employee experience
and educational status.

2. In negotiation as of April 1

3. San Diego and San Francisco Community College Districts are each counted
as two entries, since their Adult/Centers faculty are paid on a different
basis from other faculty.

Source: Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges.

yvear only and will not become a permanent element 1n the salary schedule
until uncertainties of the 1984-85 budget are resolved

These data point to the need for overcoming recent inadequacies in Community
College funding 1f access and quality are to be preserved. As the Commission's
Director noted in his special report to the Commission on April 30 regarding
State support of California Community Colleges, "Community College funding
1s the most troublesome higher education budget issue facing Californaia.
The bitter dispute over student charges 1s resolved by recent legislation,
but the level of College funding for 1984-85 remains uncertain.

In comparing faculty salary increases in California's three public systems
of higher education from 1975-76 to 1982-83, despite the wide fluctuations
of salary increases at the University and State University and the more
stable yearly increases granted by Community Colleges, the overall seven-year
increases were essentially equal -- 60.7 percent in the University, 61.1
percent in the State University, and 62.4 percent in the Community Colleges
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But, if one extends this comparison into 1983-84 and zssumes that no salary
increases will be granted by the 28 Community College districts that had not
completed negotiations by April 1, the eight-year increases are considerably
different -- 85 percent, 71 percent, and 65 percent, respectively.

Variation Among Districts in Average Faculty Salary

Community College Districts vary widely throughout the state in their average
salary for full-time faculty. Table 13 shows the number and average salary
of full-time faculty for the ten highest and ten lowest-paying districts.

Among the facts that emerge from Table 13, two are particularly striking:

e Fairst, the salary difference between the highest and lowest paying district
1s substantial -- $10,505 or 37.2 percent.

e Second, most of the high-paying districts are located i1n suburban communities,
while most of the low-paying districts are in rural communities. The
notable exceptions are Peralta which, while primarily urban, includes
Feather River College; and Compton.

Stipends

Forty-four Community College districts utilize stipends or salary augmentations
for full-time faculty who, as noted earlier, carry added responsibilities,
possess special qualifications such as an earned doctorate from an accredited
college or university, or have taught for many years. According to the
Staff Data File, 1,233 faculty members, or 7.5 percent of all full-time
faculty, received stipends in 1983-84, with the mean amount being $1,293,
down 599 from the 1982-83 mean of $1,392. The range and distribution of
these stipends 15 shown 1n Table 14.

Workload

The normal teaching load for full-time faculty in the Community Colleges 1is
15 weekly contact hours, but approximately one-third of the faculty assumes
overload assignments similar to those of faculty in the University or State
University who teach extension or continuing education courses for extra
pay. Overload instruction 1s paid on an hourly compensation rate. Only
four distraicts -- Barstow, Compton, Hartnell, and Victor Valley -- do not
engage faculty on an overload basis.

In Fall 1983, the average workload was 16.2 weekly faculty contact hours,
excluding overload assigoments Ten districts fell slightly below the
nominal 15 hours, while four districts averaged over 20 hours apart from
overload instruction. Among the 32.2 percent of full-time faculty who
taught overload they averaged 4.6 weekly faculty contact hours for which
their mean hourly compensation was $26.09. These additional earnings added
about 13.2 percent to the full-time salaries of those faculty members.
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TABLE 13 Number and Average Salaries of Full-Time Faculty in the
Ten Highest and Ten Lowest-Paying Community College

Districts
Number of Mean Salary

District Full-Time Faculty 1983-84

Ten Highest Paying Districts
Sequoias 135 $ 38,750
Saddleback 237 37,697
El Camino 390 37,110
West Kern 25 36,786
San Joaquin Delta 235 35,579
San Jose 239 35,053
Mount. San Antonio 270 34,942
Cerritos 224 34,900
Mira Costa 87 34,549
Rio Hondo 190 34,406
Statewide Average 16,235 $ 32,704

Ten Lowest Paying Districts
Gavilan 63 $ 29,230
Peralta 609 29,213
Antelop Valley 84 29,185
Lassen 27 29,098
Compton 78 29,091
Cabrillo 176 28,631
Lake Tahoe 18 28,429
Allen Hancock 144 28,401
Siskiyou 46 28,326
Napa 98 28,245

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Staff Analysas.

TABLE 14 Stipends Granted to Full-Time Community College Faculty

in 1983-84
Number

Amount Granted Rece1ving Stipend Total Stipends
$ 1 - 5% 400 77 6.3
401 - 800 316 25.6
801 - 1,200 354 28 7
1,201 - 1,600 110 8.9
1,601 - 2,000 131 10.6
2,001 - 2,400 96 7.8
2,401 - 2,800 55 4.5
2,801 or more 94 7.6
Total 1233 100%

Source. Staff Data File, Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges.
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If anything 15 unusual about overload teaching in the California Community
Colleges, 1t 1s that opportunities are limited. A national 1981 survey of
extra annual income earned within faculty members' own institutions conducted
by John Minter Associates for The Chronicle for Higher Education found that
approximately two~thirds of the faculty im public and private 4-year institu-
tions earned extra income from their own institution and that this income
averaged 21 percent of their base salaries. Some extra income came from
research or administrative assignments, but most stemmed from teaching
summer session, evening classes, or other courses beyond the normal teaching
load.

PART-TIME FACULTY

In the late 19708, and particularly following passage of Proposition 13, the
number of part-time faculty in Califormia's Community Colleges increased
rapidly, as college and district administrators sought flexibility in staffing
to adjust to fluctuation in fumding. By Fall 1980, 88 4 percent of the
Community Colleges' newly hired faculty were part timers. The percentage of
contact hours taught by part-time faculty increased from 30 5 1n 1978-79 to
32.0 percent between 1978-79 and 1n 1980-81, while the percentage taught by
full-time faculty without overloads decreased from 40.0 te 36.6 and that
taught by faculty with overload assignments rose from 29.5 to 31.4 percent.

In general, greater use of part-time faculty provides institutions with
greater flexibility in commitments to teaching persomnel. Part-time faculty
can frequently provide specialized professional expertise to a program that
may not be available among full-time faculty. But becsuse part-time faculty
are less expensive to employ than full-time faculty, concerns have been
expressed that their use will increase unabated, leading to the erosion of
educational quality. Such concerns in the Legislature culminated in 1981 in
passage of legislation that established limits on their use in the Community
Colleges AB 1626 (Chapter 103, Statutes of 1981) required that Community
College districts not increase the proportion of contact hours taught by
part-timers above the 1980-81 level during the 1981-82 and 1982-83 school
years. The Legislature extended 1ts limtation in SB 851 (Chapter 565,
Statutes of 1983), through the 1986-87 academic year by requiring that untal
then Community College districts, not exceed their three-year average of
weekly faculty contact hours by part-time instructors during 1980-81, 1981-82,
and 1982-83. If any district exceeds this three-year average by more than !
percent, it 1s required to submit a plan for compliance for the next academic
year to the Board of Governors.

Because of such concerns, the Chancellor's Office and Commission staff
developed Table 15 to demonstrate the proportion of workload carried by all
full-and part-time Community College faculty for the three years identified
in AR 851 and the current year. It will develop data for individual districts
in compliance with AB 851 at the end of the 1983~-84 academic year.

Table 15 1ndicates that the percentage of part-time faculty has decreased

considerably from its 1980-81 level, dropping from 64.5 percent to 58.5
percent this year and that the percentage of weekly faculty contact hours
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TABLE 15 Number and Percent of Full-Time and Part-Time Community

College Faculty and their Weekly Faculty Contact Hours
Taught, 1980~81 Through 1983-84

Item 1980-81 1981-82 1882-83 1983-84
Number of Faculty
Full Time, No Overload 9,814 9,354 10,237 11,010
(70) (66) (70) (70}
Full Time, With Overload 6,260 5,659 5,514 5,225
(70) (66) (70) (70)
Part Time 29,255 26,513 24,450 22,847
(70) (66) (70) (70)
Total 45,329 41,526 40,211 39,082
Percentage of Faculty
Full Time, No Overload 21.7% 22.5% 25.5% 28.2%
Full Time, With Overload 13.8 13.6 13.7 13.4
Part Time 64.5 63.9 60.8 58.5
Weekly Faculty Contact Hours
Full Time, No Overload 248,186 257,874 255,360 244,762
(65) (70) (70} (70)
Full Time, Overlecad Only 23,391 28,391 25,402 24,110
(65) (70) (70) (70)
Part Time 127,815 150,339 125,923 116,749
(63) (70) (70) (70)
Total 399,392 436,604 406,685 385,621
Percentage of Weekly
Faculty Contact Hours
Full Taime, No Overload 62.1% 59.1% 62.8% 63.5%
Full Time, Overload Only 5.9 6.5 6.2 6.3
Part Time 32.0 34 4 31.0 30.3
Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of districts reporting.

Source:

Numbers of faculty for 1980-81 are based on headcount estimates
prepared by the Chancellor's Office for 100 percent of the
Community Colleges. Contact hour totals for 1980-81 are those
actually reported for 65 district. All figures are preliminary
for each particular year, because they are based on fall
submissions by the districts to the Staff Data File. Second
semester figures may change these numbers, particularly for
1983-84, when colleges were awaiting resolution of student fee
and funding issues.

Staff Data Files, Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges
and California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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taught by part-time faculty reached 1ts peak in 1981-82 and then has declined
in both subsequent years until it 1s now 13.2 percent below its peak number.
At the same time, the percentage that full-time faculty with no overload
constitute of all faculty has increased substantially from 1980-81 to 1983-
84 -- 21.7 percent to 28.2 percent -- while the percentage of full-time
faculty carrying an overload for extra compensation has remained relatively
stable. There has been a corresponding increase 1o weekly faculty contact
hours taught by full-time faculty Statewide trends for part-time faculty
poant 1in the direction desired by the Legislature

Part-Time Faculty Compensation

In Fall 1983, the average hourly compensation rate per weekly faculty contact
hour for part-time faculty was reported as $22.41, an increase of 67 cents,
or 3 percent, above the previous year. This increase was somewhat greater
than the 2.7 percent received by full-time faculty. Many distracts that
have not completed negotiations with full-time faculty expect their increase
to be higher during the second semester of the 1983-84 academic year.

In last year's salary report, the Commission commented on the difference of
nearly 260 percent between the amount paid full-time Community College
faculty for regular assignments and that paid part-time faculty. Nonetheless,
this difference is mnot inconsistent with those in the University, State
University or institutions of higher educationr 1n general. A recent report
on faculty trends nationally notes that part-time faculty are paid at a rate
"often far below the per-course equivalent salary of full-time faculty, and
their fringe benefits are limited or nonexistent" (Lee, 1983, p. 32).

In response to suggestions for prorating part-time faculty compensation, the
American Association of University Professors has rejected the idea except
where the qualifications and duties of part-time and full-time faculty are
comparable except in terms of time (1981, p. 37):

A policy of prorated compensation 18 often seen as an attempt to
eliminate part-time faculty by making them as expensive to employ
as are full-timers. This 15 not what we propose. We believe
there should be the option of part-time employment for these who
prefer it and, moreover, that only those whose gualifications and
duties are comparable in every way except in amount of time to
those of full~time faculty have a claim for pro rata compensation.

THE ISSUE OF "CRITICAL MASS"

Data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics indicate that
as of 1980 part-time faculty comprised 32 percent of the total teaching
force i1n higher education. Approximately 20 percent of the teaching staff
at research umiversities were part-time faculty, as were, 24 percent at
four-year liberal arts colleges, and 51 percent i1n community colleges.
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These data were heavily influenced by the high proportion (64 percent) of
part-time faculty in Califormia's Community Colleges in 1980.

As noted earlier, part-time faculty can often bring special expertise to an
academic program. In Califormia, the University of California and the
California State University have i1ncreased their use of part-time faculty 1in
certain disciplines because they have been unable to hire full-time faculty
at existing salaries. In addition, business and industry have increased
their contributions to universities by loaning them part-time faculty in
hard-to-hire disciplines such as engineering and business administration in
order to assist and enhance programs in these areas.

Nonetheless, extensive use of part-time faculty raises questions about the
adequacy of a "critical mass" of full-time faculty to maintain program
integrity. Generally, part-time faculty do not participate 1in student
counseling, curriculum development, institutional governance, and seldom
hold office hours or establish times for assisting individual students.
Lack of these activities lead to the exploitation of the full-time faculty
which contributes to poor morale and adversely affects the quality of educataion.
Over dependence on part-time faculty i1nevitably injures not only part-time
faculty, but their full-time colleagues and, most of all, the students.

The Legislature has thus rightly expressed concern azbout Califormia Community
Colleges employing greater proportions of part-time faculty.

Although 58.2 percent, of California Community College faculty are employed
part-time, 1n two districts -- Lassen and Mendocino -- part-time faculty
constitute 78 and 80 percent, respectively, of the total teaching staff and
teach nearly 50 percent of the weekly faculty contact hours. In six other
districts between 70 to 75 percent of the total faculty are part-timers; 1in
28 districts their percentage ranges in the 60s, and 1n 26 others 1t ranges
in the 50s Only 10 districts employ less than 50 percent part-time faculty,
with Peralta the lowest at 28 percent followed by Yosemite at 39 percent.
(As noted in Table 12, the Staff Data File separates San Diego Adult and San
Francisco Centers because of functional differences from the rest of their
districts, resulting 1n a total of 72.)

Accrediting bodies, especially those for specialized subject areas, use
various ratios to express the desired balance between full-time and part-time
faculty 1n a healthy academic institution. Regional azccrediting commissions
generally recognize a ratio in less restrictive terms. For example, the
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities of the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges i1ncludes as Standard 5.B.5 1n its accredi-
tation handbook:

Sufficient faculty are employed full-time at the institution to

provide advisement, academic plapning, curriculum development, and
institutional governance, as well as instruction. If half of the
faculty or fewer are full-time, the institution has the respon-

sibility to demonstrate the faculty perform these functions ade-
quately.
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And Standard 3C.3 of the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges calls for:

Sufficient staff employed full-time at the institution to provide
instruction, student services, educational planning and curriculum
development, and to participate 1n i1nstitutional governance.

It 1s difficult, of course, to judge what proportion of a curriculum can be
taught by part-time faculty without eroding academic standards, but the fact
that most Community College districts in California employ 50 percent or
more of their faculty on a part-time basis raises questions about the long-term
maintenance of standards By continuing the funding of Community Colleges
by a flat amount per unit of ADA regardless of the status of instructors, S8
851 tends to keep the number of part-time faculty at high levels. This 1s
s0 because districts receive no additional funds for hiring full-time instruc-
tors but incur conmsiderably higher instructional costs. A critical mass of
full-time faculty 1n each discipline at each college 1s essential to quality
education in California.
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SIX

MEDICAL SCHOOL SALARIES

This 1s the sixth year that the University of California has forwarded
information on medical faculty salaries to the Commission, 1n response to
Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Supplemental Report omn the
Budget Bill:

The University of California shall report to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission annually on (1) 1ts full-time
clinical faculty salaries and those of 1ts comparison institutzons
{(including a description of the type of compensation plans utilized
by each UC school and each comparison institution), and (2) the
number of compensation plan exceptions in effect at each UC school.

In 1979, the University selected eight comparison medical schools =~ the
Upstate Medical School of the State University of New York (SUNY), and the
medical schools of Stanford, Yale, and the Universities of Chicago, Illimois,
Michigan, Texas (Houston) and Wisconsin -- five of which are also on the
University's comparison list for regular faculty.

For the past three years, the Upstate Medical School of SUNY has declined to
participate. By mutual agreement between the University and Commission
staff, data on the medical school of the University of North Carolina-Chapel
Hill has been used in the comparison data of this report in lieu of that
from the SUNY school.

THE UNIVERSITY'S UNIFORM MEDICAL
SCHOOL CLINICAL COMPENSATION PLAN

In 1977, the Association of American Medical Colleges issued 1ts report, An
In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice Plans, which examined the medical
practice plans of the 112 fully accredited medical schools in the United
States. After reviewing that report, the Regents of the University of
California adopted for implementation 1in 1978 a Uniform Medical School
Clinical Compensation Plan. The three key features of this plan are:

1. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by the Regents
for each faculty rank forms the base salary for 2ll medical school
ladder raok faculty. There 1s no differential in the base salary between
medical school and general campus faculty.

2. Arrangements for compensation in addition to the base salary are limited
to three types:

Negotiated Income: This 1s an amouat of additional compensation determined
by a department or school that a clinician can earn via contribution of
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income from patient care (and certain other specified income sources) to
a group or pooled 1income system There 1s an absolute ceiling on thas
amount, as discussed below,

Income Limitation Arrangements: These are arrangements whereby the
faculty member may retain, subject to assessments, income derived directly
from patient-care activities. Assessments are progressive and reach
nearly a confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty
member’s base salary; and

Combination Plans: These are arrangements whereby faculty members share
a predetermined portion of a pooled amount and are allowed to retain
individual earnings that amount up to a maximum ceiling.

3. Membership in the plan i1s mandatory for all clinical faculty with pa-
tient-care responsibilities who hold an appointment at 50 percent or
more time, and all income from professional services performed by these
faculty 1s subject to the terms of the plan.

SALARY SURVEY AND COMPARISON

Comparing of salaries among medical schools involves problems that do not
occur 1n comparing faculty salaries on general campuses. Overall salary
averages for a given professorial rank on general campuses provide a good
reflection of what individual faculty are paid at that rank. In medical
schools, however, great variations exist in individual salaries, and an
overall salary average 1s unreliable. For this reason, overall salary
averages are not used for comparison. Instead, this report presents salaries
for three clinical specialties commonly found 1n schools of medicine -- (1)
surgery, which typically 1s at a high level of compensation, (2) medicine,
which 1s typically at mid-level compensation, and (3) pediatrics, which 1s
generally at a low level of compensation. Grouped within these three specialty
categories are the following subspecialties:

Surgery Medicine Pediatrics
General Surgery General All, including
Thoracac Cardiology Pediatrac
Cardio-Vascular Endocrinology Cardiology
E.N.T. Gastroenteroclogy
Urology Hematology
Neurosurgery Hepatology
Orthopedics infectious Disease
Plast:c Nephrology

Rheumatology
Pulmonary

Table 16 compares 1983-84 average medical faculty salaries at the University
and 1ts eight comparison inst:itutions for these three specialties.
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TABLE 16 Average Medical Faculty Salaries at the University of
California and its Eight Comparison Institutions, 1983-84

Comparison Eight Univ. of California
Average Average
Yearly Yearly
Increase ' Increase
Standard Over Past Over Past
Range of Averages Average Deviation Ffour Years Average Four Years
Surgery
Professor $117,193-5150,793 $134,876 $13,559 11.1% $146,972 10.6%
Associate
Professor 66,738- 131,929 105,596 19,633 10.5 106,322 10.7
Assistant
Professor 60,397~ 94,894 83,691 10,415 B.2 86,600 8.3
Medicine
Professor 75,058- 108,300 92,277 11,734 8.5 96,153 9.2
Associate
Professor 62,519- 91,158 72,559 9,074 7.2 70,993 5.9
Assistant
Professor  46,743- 81,967 58,153 9,876 73 58,832 6.3
Pediatrics
Professor 69,301~ 109,800 84,527 12,198 81 88,661 7.7
Associate
Professor 53,400~ 80,200 65,522 7,354 72 67,541 5.6
Assistant
Professor 44,017- 59,500 52,168 5,189 6.8 52,767 6.8

Source: University of California survey and California Postsecondary Education
Commission staff calculations.

Because of the wide variation in individual and institutional average salaries,
the University holds that 1f its average salary for any specialty 1is within
one standard deviation from the comparison group average, this salary cam be
considered as statistically not different from that of the comparison group
as a whole. {If the distribution of salaries approximates the form of a
normal curve, roughly two-thirds of the salaries will lie within one standard
devistion of the mean.) For 1983-84, all three University of California
averages are within one standard deviation of the comparison imstitutien
average, but that of professors of surgery 1s approaching the upper boundary
of this deviation.

Table 17 shows the ranking of University medical faculty salaries with
respect to 1ts comparison i1nstitutions over the past five years. The 1983-84
data place the University at the lower middle of all nine ianstitutions -- a3
position lower than 1979-8C and 1980-81 but somewhat improved over 1982-83.
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TABLE 17 Ranking of University of California Medical Faculty
Salaries Among All Institutions Compared for the Faculty
Salary Reports, 1979-80 to 1983-84

Rank and Speciality 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Surgery

Professor 2 3 2 4 3

Associate Professor 4 3 4 5 5

Assistant Professor 5 5 5 4 5
Medicaine

Professor 2 3 3 4 4

Associate Professor 2 4 4 6 5

Assistant Professor 2 2 4 4 2
Pediatrics

Professor 3 1 2 3 4

Assoclate Professor 3 2 2 4 3

Assistant Professor 2 4 3 6 6

Note: The medical school of the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
has been used 1n the 1983-84 comparison group, replacing the Upstate
Medical School of the State University of New York. In 1979-81 and
1983-84, the comparison group was comprised of eight institutioms,
although not the same eight, but between 1980-81 and 1982-83, only
seven 1nstitutions were 1included.

Source: University of California survey.

In conclusion, medical faculty salaries at the University are representative
of, and competitive with, salaries at 1ts comparison institutions. The
University believes that i1ts Clinical Compensation Plan is working satisfac-
torily, and therefore 1t does not intend to alter the compensation plan at
this time, although 1t 1s aware that the faculty at the Davis medical school,
which is highly dependent on Medi1-Cal and Medicare patients, has expressed
1ts dissatisfaction with this plan.
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SEVEN

SELECTED ADMNISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, 1983-84

During the 1981 Legislative Session, the Budget Conference Committee adopted
the following supplemental language to the Budget Ball:

It 1s the i1ntent of the Legislature that the California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission include 1n its annual report on faculty
salaries and fringe benefits comparative information on salaries
of administrators within the Universaty of California and the
California State Universaty.

The Commission's last two annual reports on faculty salaries have responded
to this request.

The first of these reports compared salaries for 25 administrative positions
at the University of Califormia to those of a corresponding group of ten
comparison institutions (the comparison eight, plus the University of Missouri
and the University of Texas) and to those of four groups of public universities
surveyed by the College and University Personnel Association (CUPA}: (1)
enrolling between 5,000 and 9,999 students; (2) those between 10,000 and
19,999; (3) those with 20,000 or more; and (4) another group of 273 institu-
tions which CUPA classifies as "public universities”™, That report compared
administrative salaries for 24 positions i1n the State University with those
in its faculty comparison group of 20 institutions, and to five groups of
"public universities" surveyed by CUPA: the four noted above, plus the
group enrolling less than 5,000 students.

In that report, the Commission noted that average salaries for the various
administrative positions examined by CUPA increased with institutional size.
It observed that although all University of California campuses employ the
same salary schedule for administrators, the University appeared to take
institutional size and complexity in to account in setting individual admin-
istrators' salaries Ib contrast, the rigid uniform salary schedule of the
State University negated any recognition of size of campus, i1n that salaries
were largely a function of the salary schedule for the position and the
length of time an individual had occupied a specified position.

The Commission's second report reduced the nuwmber of administrative positions
selected for comparison in both segments to 20 and discontinued the use of
CUPA's various size groups except for that of 34 public universities enrolling
20,000 or more students These actions were prompted by a lack of strict
comparability between the defined responsibilities of administrative positions
surveyed by CUPA and those in the University or State University, and noncom-
parability of CUPA's categories of institutions to other reference sources
such as the American Association of University Professors.
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The report concluded that greater weight should be given to data from the
regular comparison institutions than to the CUPA data. Despite the utility
of the positional descriptions adopted by CUPA, which are in general use
throughout the country and which have made comparisons for specific positions
far easier, CUPA's categories of institutions are too broad to be comparable
with the campuses of the University and State Unmiversity. (For example,
CUPA's category of "universities" contains two-year colleges, systemwide
offices, colleges that award only the bachelor's degree, and some coordinating
agencies.)

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The University has provided the Commission with the information in Table 18
on administrative salaries at the University and ten comparison universities
for 1983~-84. This information 1s incompatible with that of the past two

TABLE 18 Selected Administrative Salaries at the University of
California and Ten Comparison Institutions, 1983-84

University Ten

Administrative Title of California Institutions
2.0 Chief Executive Officer/ 595,000 $111,800

Single Institution
4.0 Chief Academic 76,000 86,700
5.0 Chief Business Officer 76,000 82,600
6.0 Chief Student Affairs Officer 68,000 69,000
7.0 Chief Development Officer 70,000 83,100
10.0 Chief Personnel/Human Resources 55,000 60,900

Officer
12.0 Chief Budgeting Officer 69,000 62,900
17.0 Director, Library Services 67,000 68,300
18.0 Director, Computer Center 61,000 67,200
27 0 Comptroller 56,000 63,100
32.0 Chief Physical Plant/Facilitaes 60,000 63,700
34.0 Director, Purchasing 49,000 44,300
37.0 Darector, Information Systems 56,000 60,800
40.0 Director, Admissions 53,000 50,900
43 0 Director, Student Financial Aid 47,000 43,000

1. University of California average computed from salary rates at the Berkeley
and Los Angeles campuses only.

2. The ten institutions are the California Institute of Technology, Cornell
University, Harvard University, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Stanford University, and the Universities of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign),
Michigan (Ann Arbor), Minnesota (Twin Cit:es), and Wisconsin (Madison).

Source: Universaity of California survey
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yvears 1n three ways: (1) the University unilaterally deleted the State
University of New York, the Unaiversity of Missouri, and Yale University from
1ts comparison group and substituted the California Institute of Technology,
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and the University of Minnesota
for them; (2) 1t deleted ten positions from the originally-agreed on list of
20 and added five new positions that had not been considered before; and (3)
1t computed 1ts average salaries from those salary rates at only Berkeley
and Los Angeles campuses. (Correspondence about these data are included in
Appendix G.)

As a result, the Commission 1s unable to report on trends in salaries for
the 20 administrative positions discussed 1n i1ts previous two reportis.

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

The State University supplied data on the same 20 administrative positions
used 1n previous reports, although comparable data were not available from
1ts comparison i1nstitutions on the position of Dean of Undergraduate Studies.
The State University uses this title on five campuses, as does the University
of California and all temn of 1ts former comparison institutions, but the
comparison institutions of the State Umaversity do not, and CUPA does not
include the position in 1ts data on public universities.

Table 19 shows average salaries for the 20 administrative positions in the
State University and for 19 in 1ts comparison institutions as well as the
number of '"filled" positions within each group. Table 20 compares these
salaries 1n the State University to those reported by CUPA for 52 public
institutions enrolling 20,000 or more students. Trends over the past three
years 1n these data appear in Table 21.

Salaries for all of the administrative positions compared in these tables
are for 12 months of service

Effective Japuary 1, 1984, the Trustees granted salary increases of 6 percent --
the same as for faculty -- for 18 of the 20 positions: all except the chref
executive officers of the system and single campuses (Chancellor and Presi-
dents). However, the real 1983-B4 average salaries for these 18 positions
are 3 percent below the amount used for these comparisons. As with faculty
salaries discussed earlier in this report, all calculations and comments are
based on amounts after January 1, because these amounts serve as the salary
base for the 1984-85 budget. The Chancellor and Presidents were granted
unusually large salary increases of 22.5 percent and 15 percent, respectively,
effective January 1, 1984, as a first step toward implementation of the
State University's new Management Personnel Plan.

For the first six months of the 1983-84 fiscal year, the Chancellor's salary
was higher than salaries for other chief executives of systems in the compar-
ison group by 4.9 percent and was lower than that reported in the CUPA
survey by 8.0 percent. After January 1, 1984 the Chancellor's salary moved
to 28.5 percent above the compariscn group and 12.6 percent above the CUPA
group. However, as Table 19 indicates, three of the 18 comparison group
institutions reported the salary of their systemwide executive officers.
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As a result, questions exist about the comparability of these data on chief
executive officers. During the forthcoming review of issues regarding these
salary reports, this 1ssue will be considered.

Table 19 1indicates that the average salary for campus presidents in the
State University continues to lead that of presidents in the 18 public
1nstitutions in the State University's comparison group, but Table 20 shows
that 1t has been brought only to virtual eguality with the average for
campus presidents in CUPA's 52 public institutions enrclling 20,000 or more
students. These salary comparisons for presidents do not, however, include
total compensation. University presidents are often provided allowances
such as housing, automobiles, travel, entertainment, housekeepers, grounds-
keepers, increased insurance, and other enhanced benefits that normally do
not apply to other campus administrators. Not knowing these allowances for
comparison institutions prevents meaningful comparisons of presidential
compensation.

All three tables reveal that State University salaries for chief academic
officers, academic deans, business officers, budget officers, and directors
of personnel would need to be increased by anywhere from 10 percent to 60
percent to bring them up to parity or equality with the average salary paid
their counterparts, depending on the comparison group. Table 21 shows that
this disparity 1s 1ncreasing, even without taking into account the fact that
the State University salaries used in these comparisons are overstated and
that 1ts real salaries for 1983-84 are 3 percent below the amounts shown
here.
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TABLE 19 Selected Administrative Salaries at the California State University
and 1ts Eighteen Public Comparison Institutions, 1983-84%*

Comparison California State University Percent
Institutions Salary Salary Change Needed
Number  Average Number Prior to After to Bring CSU

Administrative Title Reported Salary Reported 1/1/84 1/1/84 to Parity
Chief Executive Officer

System 3 $76,269 1 $80,000 598,004 =22 1%
Chief Executive Officer

Single Campus 18 73,743 17 69,680 80,132 - 8.0
Chief Academic Officer 18 64,113 18 54,440 57,706 +11.1
Chief Business Officer 15 60,445 18 47,354 50,195 +20.4
Dean of Agriculture 4 60, 445 3 48,072 50,956 +18.6
Dean of Arts and Sciences 16 58,514 14 48,072 50,956 +14.8
Dean of Business 16 58,429 17 48,421 51,326 +13.8
Dean of Education 17 56,556 14 47,166 49,996 +13.1
Dean of Engineering 10 64,094 8 47,793 50,661 +26.5
Dean of Graduate Studies 17 595,297 7 47,753 50,618 + 9.2
Dean of Undergraduate

Studies -- -- 5 48,072 50,956 --
Director of Library 17 50,599 14 47,441 50,287 + 0.6
Director of Institutional

Research 11 44,127 11 44,748 47,433 - 7.0
Director of Athletics 14 46,907 14 41,571 44,065 + 6.4
Director of Personnel 18 42,379 15 35,327 37,447 +13.2
Director of Physical Plant 17 46,472 17 37,631 39,889 +16.5
Director of Computer

Services 13 54,018 13 45,736 4B ,480 +11.4
Chief Budget Officer 12 52,201 13 37,721 39,984 +30.6
Director of Campus Security 17 36,571 15 35,874 38,026 - 3.8
Director of Financial Aid 16 35,630 15 36,854 39,065 - 8.8

#*Private institutions did not respond.

Source: California State University and California Postsecondary Education
Commission staff analysas.
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TABLE 20 Selected Administrative Salaries of the California State
University and the Medians for 52 Public Institutions
Enrolling 20,000 or More Students, 1983-84

California Percent Change
Median for 52 State University Nedded to Bring
Administrative Title Public Institutions After 1/1/84 CSU to Parity
Chief Executive Officer
System 587,000 598,004 ~11.2%
Chief Executive Officer
Single Campus 80,496 80,132 + 0.5
Chief Academic Officer 71,000 57,706 +23.0
Chief Business Officer 65,010 50,195 +29.5
Dean of Agriculture 66,000 50,956 +29.5
Dean of Arts and Sciences 65,200 50,956 +28.0
Dean of Business 67,000 51,326 +30.5
Dean of Education 59,252 49,996 +18.5
Dean of Engineering 69,900 50,661 +38.0
Dean of Graduate Studies 63,237 50,618 +24.9
Dean of Undergraduate
Studies NA 50,956 --
Director of Library 56,000 50,287 +11.4
Director of Institutional
Research 41,000 47,433 -13.6
Director of Athletics 60,000 44,065 +36.2
Director of Personnel 46,000 37,447 +22.8
Director of Physical Plant 52,500 39,889 +31.6
Director of Computer Services 51,725 48,480 + 6.7
Chief Budget Officer 65,010 39,984 +62.6
Director of Campus Security 41,500 38,026 + 9.1
Director of Financial Aid 38,500 39,065 - 1.4

Source: Californmia State University and California Postsecondary
Education Commission staff analysis.
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TABLE 21 Percent Changes Needed to Bring California State University
Administrative Salaries to Parity with Its Comparison
Institutions and with CUPA’s Public Institutions Enrolling
20,000 or More Students, 1980-81, 1982-83, and 1983-84

CUPA's Public Institutions
Administrative Title Comparison Institutions with 20,000 or more Students
1980-81 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 1982-83 1983-84

Chief Executive Officer

System -19.5% - 2.3% -22.1% -14.1% + 0.4% -11.2%
Chief Executaive Officer

Single Campus - 5.8 - 4.2 - 8.0 + 3.9 + 9.2 + 0.5
Chief Academic Officer + 8.4 +15.5 +11.1 +13.0 +30.0 +23.0
Chief Business Officer +14.0 +19.7 +20.4 +19.1 +29.3 +29.5
Dean of Agriculture +10 0 +22.7 +18.6 +20.2 +34.1 +29.5
Dean of Arts and Sciences +12.3 +14.0 +14.8 +14.0 + 9.8 +28.0
Dean of Business + 9.3 +18.5 +13.8 +17.0 +32.7 +30.5
Dean of Education +12.0 +14.1 +13.1 + 9.3 +21.2 +18.5
Dean of Engineering + 8.7 +28.2 +26.5 +21.3 +38.3 +38.0
Dean of Graduate Studies +12.5 +14.5 + 9.2 +17 1 +27.3 +24.9
Dean of Undergraduate

Studies -17 -- - + 2.0 -- -
Director of Library +11 +33 + 0.6 + 8.2 +13.5 +11.4
Director of Institutional

Research - 1.5 - 5.2 -70 - 9.6 =14.4 ~13.6
Director of Athletics - 5.9 +11.0 + 6.4 +29.5 +41.0 +36.2
Director of Personnel +11.4 +10.5 +13.2 +14 6 +24.3 +22.8
Director of Physical

Plant + 7.3 +13.9 +16.5 +10.3 +21.5 +31.6
Director of Computer

Services NA - 15 +11.4 NA +13.4 + 6.7
Chief Budget Officer + 9.0 +27.1 +30.6 +12.5 +27.1 +62.6
Director of Campus

Security -16.8 -16 7 - 3.8 - 3.3 + 2.5 + 9.1
Director of Financial

Aid -14.2 -10.8 - 8.8 - 8.2 + 1.8 - 1.4

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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APPENDIX A

Senate Concurrent Resolutuon 51, 1965 General Session, Relative to
Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
douse Resolution Yo. 250, 1964 rFirst Extraorainary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of che Legislative Analyst con-
taining findings and recommendatious as to salaries and the zeneral
economic welfare, including fringe bemefirs, o faculty members of
the Califorania instaitutions of higher educaczoa; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Ccumittee
found chat the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as It aas
heen made previcusly to the Legzslature has been Iragmentary and
has lacked necessarvy comsistency, with the result that the Legis-
lature's consideration of the salary requests of che institutions
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Gavernor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as the University of California and the California State
Colleges desire to furmish independently, containing comprehensive
and copnsistently ceportad i1nformationm as outlined specifically in
the report adopted bv the Joint Legislative Budget Committiee; and

WHEREAS, The raporting recocmended by the committee would include
agssent1al datz on the size and composition of che faculty, the astab-
lisiment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating Zaculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and dasired fringe bYenefits.
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and bemefits, and a description acd measurament of sup-
plementary income, all of which affect the weliare of the facultias
ana iavolve cost implications to the stace now, therefore, be it

Resclwed by the Senate of the Stats of Calrfornia, the Assemoly
tnereof concurring, That the Coordinatizg Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of Califormia and the Cali-
fornia State Collages shall submit annually to the Governmor and tie
Legislature not later than December 1 2 faculty salary and weliare
henefits report containing the basic information racommended 1n the
report of the Joint Legislative 3udget Commictee as filed with tne
President of the Semat2 and the Speakar of the Assembly, under cata
of March 22, 19635.
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House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, Relative to
the Economic Welfare of the Faculties of the Cahfornma
Public Institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education stroagly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher education in California maintain or improve their position
in the intemse competition for the highest quality of faculty members;
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its
anmial report to the Govermor and the Legislature regarding lavel of
support for the Califormia State Collegas and tha University of Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least
an additiopal 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali=-
fornia State Colleges aud che University of Califormia; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the Califormia Stare Colleges in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that the Californmia State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964=65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher
educaticn irn California during the next decade will cause a demsnd
for quali{fied faculty members which cannot possibly be met unlass
guch institutions have 3 recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other collages, universities, businegs instirutions,
industry, and other levels of govermmenr; and

WHEREAS, California has achiaved an enviable mementum in business
and industrial development, a momentum now threatemed by lagging
faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in California institutions of higher educarcion
would be false aeconomy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and Univaersity campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are atctracting
some of the best faculty members from the California institutions of
higher education, and if such academic emigration gains mcomentum
because ¢f inadequace salaries, the effect will disrupc che educa-
ticonal processes and result in slower economic growth, followad by
lower tax revemues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a cootinmuing interest in the diffi-
cult and presaing problems faced by the California instituticas of
higher education in attracting and maintaining cutstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and
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WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California imstitutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has
been reflected in California's phenomenal economic growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality is masintained, the
contributions by the California institutiouns of higher education to
the contipued ecomomic and cultural development of California may
be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, That the
Asgembly Committee on Rules 1s directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of asalaries and the
genaral economic walfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty
members of the Califormia ipstitutions of higher education, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and bepefits in order
that such California institutions of higher educatica may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Sesggion.
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A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session)

Prepared by the

Qffica of the Legislative Analyst
State of California

January 4, 1965
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thus staf report 13 to recommend a
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
fringe benefits and other special economic bepefits for
tacultzes of the University of California and the Cab-
fornia State Colleges This report has been prepared
by the Jomt Legislative Budget Committee 1n re-
sponse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! whieh resolved:

*“That the Assembly Commiitee on Rules 15 di-
rected to request the Jomt Legislative Budget Com-
mittee to study the sabject of salames and the gen-
eral economic welfare, inclnding fringe bemefits, of
faculty members of the Califoraia institutions of
higher edueation, and ways and means of mproving
such salaries and benefits in order that sueh Cali-
forma institunons of higher education may be abie
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of education, and to request such
commuittee to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legisiature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.”’

Staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
initiated its study by seeking information which would
reflect the magritude of Califorma’s long-range and
immediate problems regarding the need to recrurt and
retamn an adequate number of high guality faculty
‘While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
latare as juetification for salsry mecrease recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Couneil for Eigher Edu-
catox, the Umiversity of California and the Califorma
State Colleges, 1t became apparent that the first step
m trying to umprove facuity salaries and other bepe-
fits 15 to formish the Legislatnre with comprehensive
and consistent date whieh jdentify the natmre and
level of competitive benefits. The costs asscciated with
recommendations, rated aceording to priority, should
be incloded 1n proposals by the segments in order to
ad the Legslature in determuning how much to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy

There has existed in the past a differsnee between
wihat the msutntions have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally
been appropnated by the Legislature. Thers are two
principal reasons for this differenes which at times
mey be clogely related: (1) The Legislature may dis-
agree with what 13 proposed as t0 need, or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need becanse of
higher priorities 1o other areas of the budget

These needs are very complex and, for exampie,
inelude such factors as.

1. Disagreement with conelusions drawn from data

sabmutted 1n justification of recommendations;

2. Lack of confidence in the quantity, quahty, or

type of data;

! Appendices daleted.
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3. The failure of advoeates to make pomts wheh
are concise and clearly understandable;

4. The submission of conflicting data by lemslative
staff or the Department of Finance.

After careful consideration, it was determined that
a special report should be made to the Budget Com-
muttes contsining recommendations as to the kind of
data the Lemslature should be furmshed for the pur-
pose of conmidering salary and other benefit inereases.

On August 3, 196% a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
from the Legslative Analyst to the Coordinating
Couneil for Higher Education. the University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and vanous faenlty organisations inform.
ing them that the Joint Legslative Budget Committee
was planning to hold a public hearmg in conneetion
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a seres of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits dats (Appendix 3
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the bearing was to provide the Univermity of Califor-
nia, the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis an which
salary and fringe beneflts should be reported to the
Legislature, including the lond of data to be com-
piled and who shouid compile and publish it (Appen-
dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimonmy Filed with the
Jownt Legislative Budget Commattee at the October
15, 1964 Hearmng). The contents of most of the pre-
pared statementy discussed problems and in some
instances recommendations relating to faculty salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identify
areas of coneern. The hearing aiso established legs-
lative interest in the subjests of facmlty workload and
sources of supplemmentary income.

The review of past faculty salery reports, the re-
plies to the Legislahive Analyst’s letter of Aungust 3,
1964, the oral and prepared statements recsived at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Commttee and other sources have revealed
sigmuficant findimgs and permitted the development of
recommendations concerming the type of imformation
and method of presentation that should be ineluded
in future fasulty salary reports prepared for the
Legislature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for remew of facuity salary
and other benefit 1ncrease proposals, starting with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
Umversity of Calhforma admimstranve officials to
therr respective goverming boards, appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservations The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Umvermity
of Califorma generally formulate thewr own proposals
11 December and forward them to the State Depart-



ment of Fimance for budget conmidsration. Comeur-
rently the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendarions which is
made available to the State Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finapece con-
sider rhese salary wmorease proposals in relation to the
availability of funds and their own analysia of faculty
salary needs and decide how mueh of an inerease, if
any, to wnclude m the Governor s Budget. The Legis-
latrvas Analyst o the dnalyss of the Budget Bill pro-
vides analysis and recommendanions as to the Gover-
nor's budget propesal.

When appropriate legislative commuttees hear the
budget request for faculty salary inereases they may
be confronted with several recommerndations from
various sources Thelr first responainlity =4 to con-
sider the Governor’s recommendations 1o the Budget
Bill. However, the University and the Cahforma
State Colleges generally request the opportumty to
present their own recommendations, wihieh frequently
differ from the Govermor’s proposal Also, the Co-
ordinating Councll for Higher Education presents its
recommendations. Varions facuity orgamzations may
desire to malke mdependent proposals. The Legislature
has bean ecooperative 1o providing all interested parties
the opportumity to present their views, but these
presentations have been marked by extreme variations
1n recommendations and in the data which sdpport
the requests.

WHO SHQULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to be some difference of opumon
concerning the purpose of facuity salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
el for Higher Edncation. The Untvermity of Cahiforma
and the Califorme State Colleges contend that they
should make direet recommendations to the Governor
and the Legmlature and that Coordimating Counal
recommendations should be regarded as mdependent
comments. Conversely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinamng Coaneil for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Coumedl should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Depertment of Finance and the
Governor to conmder 1n preparing budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Firance states that sush
a report shonld be regarded as sum:lar i status to the
annual salary report relating to civil service salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legslature. It 13 our opinien that the
Legislature should give speaide and prumary consid-
sramion to the recommendations wn the (rovernor’s
Budget and to the annual facuity salary report of
the Coordinating Couneid for Higher Edneatzon. How-
ever, any separate recommendanons of the Umversity
of California and the Caiiformia State Colleges should
also be considered.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOQULD
CONTAIN

We do not beheve that reporting required of the
Uruiversity, the Califormia State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
liput the right of these agencies to emphasize spemfie
pommts 1 supportmag thewr own recommendations.
However, the Legslature should take steps to estab-
lish a4 consistent basis upon which 1t will recerve com-
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful conmderation of the statistical and other
grounds presented wn support of salary end other
benefit 1ncrease proposais in the past, we recommend
that basie data be meluded mn faculty salary reports
to the Legislature 1n a consistent form wn the {oilow-
ng areas:

A, Facuity Data

B Salary Data

C Fringe Berefits

D Total Compensation

E. S3pecial Privileges and Benefits
F Supplementary Income

Sinee 1t 13 necessary for staff of the executive and
legislative branches of government to analyze recom.
mendatzons prior to the commencement of a legisiative
session, all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year,

A, Faculty Data
1. Findings

a. Informanve data about the size, compoaition,
retention, and recrwmiment of Califorma
State College faculty tas heen presented to
the Legislature from tume to time, but uso-
ally 1t has been so selective that it lacks
objectimity and has besn inconmstent from
year to year.

b Superor faculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a reason to Justify past re.
quests for superior salaries,

2. Becommendations

The followmg data skould be compaled and pre-
sented annuaily on a2 consistent basis., Deflm-
trons of what constitutes faculty are left to the
diserstion of the Gmverarty and the state col-
leges but shonld be clearly defined 1n any report.
Additional data may be ineluded in any given
year to emphasize spemial problems, bus smech
data shouid supplement not replace the basic
informanion recommended below, Graphs should
be used when practieal, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
faenity data ineclndes:




ment of Finance for budget considaration. Concur-
rently the Coordinating Counecu for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendations which 18
made avalable to the State Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
sider these salary mcrease proposals in relation to the
avaltability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how much of an increase, 1f
any, to wnclude mn the Governor's Budget The Legis-
lative Analvst in the dnalyss of the Budget Bill pro-
vides anelys:s and recommendanons as to the Gover-
nor’'s budget proposal.

When approprate legislative committees hear the
budget request for facuity salary imereases they may
be confronted with several recommendations from
various sources Therr first responsibidity 18 to com-
sider the Governor's recommendations 1n the Budget
Bul. However, the University and the Calhforma
State Colleges gemerally request the opportumty to
present their own recommendations, whieh frequently
differ from the Governor's proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinatng Councal for Higher Education presents its
recommendationg. Varwuns faculty organizations may
destre to maka independent proposals. The Legislature
bas been cooperative in providing all interested parties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentations have been marked by extrems variations
in recommendations and wn the data which sapport
the requests.

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to be some difference of opumon
concermng the purpose of facuity salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinatizg Coun-
@l for Higher Edueation. The University of California
and the Califorma State Colleges contend that they
should make direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Legslature and that Coordinating Couneil
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Conversely, the Depertment of Finance
and the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and resommendations of
the Coordinating Couneil should be the prumary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
dations, The Department of Finance states that such
a report should be regarded as sunilar 1n status to the
annual salary report relating to civil service salares
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legulature. It 13 our opumon that the
Legslature should give speaific and primary conmd-
eration to the recommendations in the Governor's
Budget and to the annual facuity salary report of
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education. How-
ever, any separats recommendations of the Umversity
of California and the Califorma State Colleges should
also be considered.

-
{

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
Umversity, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
lumat the rght of these agencies to emphasize speeific
points 1n supportng their own recommendations.
However, the Lemslature should take steps to egtab-
lish a consistent bamis upon which 1t will recerve com-
prehensive information about faculty salares, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit 1ncrease proposals i the past, we recommend
that basie data be included mn facunlty salary reports
to the Legslature 1n a consistent form 1n the follow-
ng areas
. Facuolty Data
Salary Data
Fringe Benefits
Total Compensation
. Special Privileges and Benefits
Supplementary Income

MmO 0w

Since it is necessary for staff of the execntive and
legislative branches of government to analyze recom-
mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative
session, all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

A. Foculty Data

1. Findings

a. Informative data about the arge, composition,
retention, and recrmatment of California
Stata College faculty has been presented to
the Legslature from time to tume, but wsa-
ally 1t has been so selective that it lacim
objectinty and has been inconmstent from
year to year.

b Superior faculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a reason to justify pest re-
quests for superior salaries.

2. Becommendations

The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annually on a consistent begis. Defim-
tions of what constitutes facuity are left to the
diseretion of the University and the state col-
leges but should be clearly defined 1n any report.
Additional data may be included in any given
year to emphasize special problems, but smch
data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should
be used when practical, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
faculty dats ineludes:

-
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& The pumber of faculty, by rank and the in-
crease over the previous five years to refiect
mstitational growth.

b Current faslty composition expressed in
meamngtal terms, including but not luomted
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD’s.

¢ Stondent-faculty ratios as 8 means of exprees-
g performanee.

d. Data relatng to ail new full-ume facuity for
the eurrent academc year mcinding the num-
ber hired, source of employment, their rank
and highest degres held. Existing vacancies
ghould aiso be noted. Pertinent historieal
trends m these date sbould be snalyzed. We
do pot believe that subjective and incomplete
data estmating remsops for twrmmng down
affers, such as has been presented m the past.
serves anv useful purpose.

e. Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separstions to total faculty according
to the following suggested categories; death
or remrement, to research or graduate work,
mtra-inghtotonal transfers. other college or
University teaching, buemess and govern-
ment, other

Comments
The first three recommendations above are de-
mgned to reflect faculty size, composition, rate
of growth, end workload. The melusion of con-
gistent data from year to year will fscilitate
trend mnalvsis as it relates to the mshtutions
invoived and, when possible, to comparable in-
stitations. The purpose of including data om
pew faculty and faculty turnover 1s to promide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems
relating to faculty recrmitment and retention. It
may elso be benefinal to include some basic
gtatisties about the avsilable supply of faculty
to see what propartion of the market, new PhD’s
for example, Celiforma institutions hire every
yeer

B. Solary Data
1 Findings

&, The Umversity for eeveral years has ex-
changed salary data to provide a conmstent
comperson with 2 special group of five ‘‘em-
inent'’ unrversities, as well as with a group
of mine public universiies Conversely, the
Califormia State Colleges have pot yet estab.
lzshed a st of comparable mstitutions whieh
15 ecceptable to them.

b Both the Griversity of Califormis and the
Coordinaning Council for Engher Education
mamntain that salary comparisons to appro-

priate mstitutons is the best gingle method
of determiming salary needs.

. The Universaty of Califorma places less sig-
pificance on salary comparisons with nom-
academic smplovment than the Coordinating
Couneil on Higher Edneation and the Cali-
formea State Colleges.

d. Balary increases bhave been proposed on the
basis of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salaries plus fringe benefits) in ecm-
parable institetons.

e Both the Gmversity aad the Califorma State
Golhgeshnvetandedtorehtet.hednaoz
pnposednalarymcrenestohowmuehofan
jnerease would be Desessary to rsturn to &
specific competitive position which existed 1n
1957-58 and whieh was mnusually advan-
tageous.

{ Salary compensons have frequently been
made to various levels of teachwmg including
elementary, lagh school, and jumor eollege
salaries,

g. Methods of salary cOmparisons with other
ipstitutions have varied from year to Yesr 1n
reporis prepared by the state eolieges.

2. Recommendations

a. We resommend that proposed feculty salary
meregses distinguish between: (1) increases
necegsary to maintain the current competi-
tive posrhon and (2) ineresses to mmprove
the current competitive posmbion.

(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist-
ing competstrve pomtion should be equiv-
alent to a projection of the average
galary relationship between the Tniver-
sity, or state colleges, and comparable
mstitutions durmmg the current fiseal
year to the nest 8scal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on &
projection of actual salary increases by
rank 1o comparable mstitutions during
the past five years, permutting statistical
adjustments for unusual arcumstances
Thus the proposed inerease to mamisn
the existing competitive position wonld,
m effect. be equal to the average of an-
nual salerr Inmcreases 1n comparable
mstututions during the past five years A
record of the mecuraer of projectaons
ghould be mamstaiped In an appendix.

(2) Recommendations to moprove the cur-
rent competitive positicns ghould be re-
lated to the additional advantages to be
derived.

b It 15 also recommended that the California
State College Trustees select a list of com-



parable institutions withmn the next year and
that agreements be negotiated to exchange
salary data 1in a form which will faeilitate
compamsons. A list of the eritera used to
seleet comparable insutntions, plus charse.
teristics of the institutions selected. should
be weluded 1n next year’s report.

. Speeifie proposals for salary inereases shounld
be accompanied by comparisons of current
salary amounts and historic trends to com-
parable institutions. The following general
prmeiples are considered to bs important.

(1) Salary data should be separated from
frige beneflt and spemal bemefit data
for purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons.

{2} A conmsteat form should be used from
Fear to year to present salary data. A
suggested form mught be to lustrate a
flve.year historie trend 1m average sal.
artes by usmng a line graph for each
rank. An alternative mught be a table
which simply shows where California
ranked among comparable institutions
dorng the past five years.

The current salary pogition might best
be illustrated by showing a list of aver-
age salaries of the Califorms 1nstitutions
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rank, for the last actual and current
vears. Thus wiil show the relative posmi-
fzon of the Califorma instrtution for the
last actual and currsnt years, as well as
the range of averages, Frequency distri-
butions of faeulty by raak or professor
shonld be inecorporated i1n an appendix
and any demficant limitations 1n the
use of averages between those particular
mstitutions m 2 given year should be
noted. For example, an unusual propor-
tion of faculty 1n the high ranes or the
low ranks wonld affect the comparshility
of the arthmetie means,

(3) Spacial data to illustrate a partienlar
problem » any given year would be
appropriate as long as it supplements,
rather than replaces, basic saiary data.

d. Finally, 1t 18 recommended that salary data
be reported m a form by rank which compen-
sates for differences 1n faculty distributions.

&

C. Fnnge Benefits
1. Findings

a. The deflution of fringe benpefits generally
1neludes benefits avallable to all faculty that
have a dollar cost to the emplover Bemefits

N

1

and services 1n knd are considered to be
fringe benefits only 1if a cash payment option
13 available. Retrrement and heslth 1nsur-
ance, by defimition, are the only two pro-
grams considered as fringe benefits by the
Tmversity of Califorma and the Cahfornia
State Coileges.

b Compamsons of fringe benefits, when com-
parisons have beer made at all, have gener-
ally been limited to the dollar comtribution
by the employer and have not mnciuded any
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employes.

. Recommendations

a. Tt 13 recommended that fringe benefit com-
parisons of type of benmefit be ineluded m
faculty salary reports, but compared sepa-
rately from salarmes. Sueh comparisouns should
inelude an analvsie of the quality of the
benefits as well as the dollar cost to the
employer.

b Proposals to increase speeifls fringe benefits
should be made separateiy from salares, in-
clading separate cost estimates.

. Comments

Separate proposals for incresses m salarzes and
fringe benefits should be made to minimize mis.
understanding about competitiva positions. For
example, information submutted to the 1963
Legsiature by the University of California, m
suppoert of a proposed salary mncrease for 1963-
84, compared total compensation data (salaries
pius fringe benefits) rather than salaries alome.
This report stated 1n part. “In compsarnreg sai-
aries, fringe bemefits must be taken into ac-
count. Salary comparisons hetween the Tmver-
sity and other institutions hased on salary slone
look far more favorable than comparisons of
salarmes plus benefits.”’ The least favorable com-
parison was with fringe benefits, not salaries,
thus the report recommended a salary increase
largely on the basis of a difference in fmnge
benefits. Although it 13 felt that comparisons of
total sompensation are appropriate melosions in
g faenlty salary report, such data should only
be in addition to rather than in place of sepa-
rats analyses of the current competitive position
n salaries and fringe henefits.

D Total Compenaation

Findings

a. Total compensation data consists of average
salaries plus a dellar amount representing
the employer’s cost of fringe benefts.

b. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
catton. the Umiversity of Califormia and the
Califorma State Colleges have 1 the past ail




parable mstitutions within the next year and

thet agreements be pegotiated to exchange

salary data 1n a form which wil faciitate
comparisons. A Lst of the eriteria used to
select comperable institutions, plus charac-
teristies of the institutions selected. should
be neluded in next year 5 report

¢. Specific proposals for salary wereases should
be accompanied by comparsons of current
salary amounts and historie trends to com-
parable institutions. The following gemeral
prinetples are considered to be umportant.

(1) Salary data should be separated from
fringe benefit and spemal benefit data
for purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons,

{2} A copsistent form should be used from
year to year to present salary data. A
suggested form mught be to dlustrate a
flve-year historic trend m average sal-
aries by usmng a line graph for each
rank. An alternative mught be a table
which amply shows where Califorma
ranked among comparable stitutions
during the past flve years.

The current salary poston might best
be dlustrated by showng a list of aver-
age salares of the Californis matitanions
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rank. for the last actual and ecurrent
years. This will show the relative posi-
tion of the Califormua mstitution for the
last actual and current years, as well as
the range of averages. Frequeney distr-
butions of facuity by rank or professor
should be incorporated in an appendix
and any sgmficant hmutations w the
use of averages between those parmeniar
mnstitutions m a given year should be
noted For exampls, an nnusual propor-
tion of faculty 1n the high ranss or the
low ranks would affect the comparability
of the arithmetic means.

(3) Special data to ilustrate a particular
problem 1z any given year would be
appropriate as long as it supplements,
rather than replaces, bese salary data

d. Finally, 1t 1s recommended that salary data
be reported in 2 form by rank which compen-
sates for differences 1z faculty distributions.

C. Fringe Banefiis
1 Findings

3. The defimtion of fringe bepefits generaily
1neludes benests available to all facuity that
have a doilar cost to the employer Benedts

(A

1
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and servieces n Innd are conmdered to be
fringe benefits only f a cash payment option
15 available. Retirement and hesith nsur.
ance, by definthon, are the only two pro-
grams considered as fringe benedits by the
Taiversity of Calfornia and the Califorma
State Colleges.

b Comparsons of fringe benefits, when com-
parsons have been made at all, have gener-
ally been Limited to the dollar eontribation
by the empioyer and have not wncluded sry
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employee.

Recommendations

a It 13 recommended that fringe benefit com.
parisons of type of benefit be mneinded 1n
faculty salary reports, but compared sepa-
rately from salares. Sueh comparisons shounid
\nelade an analvsis of the quality of the
benefits as well as the dollar cost to the
employer.

b. Proposals to inerease specxfic fringe benefits
should be made separately from salaries, 13-
cluding separate cost estimates.

. Comments

Separate proposals for imcreases 1n salaries and
tringe benefits should be made to mummize mus-
understanding about competiive positions. For
example, information submutted to the 1363
Legulature by the Tnivermty of Califorma, n
support of a proposed salary inereass for 1963—
64, compared total compensation data (salames
plus fringe benefits) rather than salames alone.
Thus report stated 1n part ‘‘In comparng sal-
ames, frmge bepefits must be taken mto ae-
count. Salary comparisons between the Tmiver-
sity and other nstitutions based on salary slone
look far more favorable than comparisons of
salsres plus benefits.’” The least favorable com-
parison was with fringe benefits, not salarles,
thus the report recommended a salary inerease
largely on the basis of a diferemce m fringe
benefits, Although it 1 felt that comparisons of
total compensation are appropriate melnsions in
s faculty salary report, such data should only
be 1n addition to rather than n piace of sepa-
rate analyses of the current competriive pesition
in salaries and Eringe benefits,

0 Totel Compensation

Findings

a. Total compensation data consists of average
salartes pins 2 dollar amount representing
the employer's cost of fringe beneiits.

b. The Coordinating Councy for Higher Edu-
cation, the Tmversity of Cabiformia and the
Califorma State Colleges have 1n the past all



used total compensation data prepared and
published by the American Assoctation of
University Professors i their respeetive
faculty salary reports.
% Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation date, as
reported by the American Assoelation of Tm-
veraity Professors, be mcluded in faculty salary
Teports as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe benefit information

E. Special Privileges and Benefits
1 Findi
There are other faculty privileges and economic
banefits which are not classified as fringe bene-
fits because they may not be available to all
faculty or fit the defimtion of a fringe benefit
1n some other respect. Examples at the TUniver-
gity of Califormsa ielude up to one-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appoiniees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or mth-
out pay
. Recommendations

It 1s recommended that a hst of special prvi-
leges and benefits be defined and summaries of
related polictes be meluded m a special section
in future faculty salary reports so that the
Legislature will be aware of what these prm-
leges and benefits include.

3. Comments

The expansion or establishment of some of these
speaal privileges and benefits could umprove
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparable amounts in salaries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance mught
make the difference of whether a voung candi-
date from the East conld accept stn appomnt-
ment. If this type of benefit is proposed, 1t must
melnde adeqnate comtrols.

(R

F. Supplementary income

1. Findings
a. The multiple loyalties created by permitting
faculty to supplement their sajaries by earn-
1ng extra meome from various sources within
and outside his college or Umiversity 1s ree-
ogmized as a problem common to wmstitutions
of lgher educanon throughout the United
States.
b. There apparently are proportionately more
private consulting opportunities m Califor-
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nmt.hanmotherareasofthana.tion.l“or
example, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated 1n Cali-
forms durmg 1963-64.

¢ The Unversity of California has general pol-
1c1es demigmed to wmsure that outside activities
do not interfere with University responsibili-
tiee. If outside actrivities interfere with Um-
vermity responsibilities, the faculty meamber
generally must take a leave of absenee with-
out pay until such outside activities are com-
pleted. These and other related Toiversity
policies were przised in a 1956 Carnegie-
financed study titled Umsversity Foeully
Compensaiwn Policies and Practices.

d. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide
studies relating to the magmitude of cutside
activities. We bave no way of determuning
bow the data may relate to Califorma, but if
the figures are reasonable, then it appears
that probably & large percentage of facuity
have at least one source of exira income.
Sources of 1nsame were reported are follows:

Paveent of Joouity

sarminy additional

Bource moome from aource

Lectuning -- 219

General WHLDE e eem 25
Summer and extension tesching. o oooeeee— 25
Government ccusulting 13
Textbook writing 14
Private consulting 12
Public service and foundation consulting - 9
Other profeanional metivitios 13

Sowree Dniversity Fooulty Compensction Policies and Prootices

inthe U § American Universities, Tniversity

of Hlinois Press, Urbana, 1954.

e The Tnited State Office of Edueation bas
just completed a nationwide sample survev
of outside earmngs of college faculty for
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
hshed vet, special permusmon has been re-
ceived to report the following results wineh
are quoted from a letter sent to the Lems-
latyve Anslyst on December 8 1964 from toe
staff of the Cabiforma State College Trustees-

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (=10 MONTHS)

The T. 8. Office of Edncation has just completed a
natienwide surver of outside eernings by a sampling
of all college faculty natonwide for 1861-62 The re-
sults are as follows



» Aceragn to the possibility of mamtaming more com-
Il with outede earames "f:“t ’;:,_'gg' plete and meamngful records Such records .
CUTHE H [] sy :
Summer tenching i4 1300 would aid admumustrative officials and aca-
Otber summer employment n 1,800 demie senates when remewing recommenda-
gzg;z';::chmg lg lggg tions for promotions and saiery inersases
Speeches n 300 and provide summarv data for reporting to
ganmltnnt foesd1 pr i Py o L 1400 the Legslature on these sigmificant faculty
efrement {104ivido wh6 have retir who y " . ¥ -
teach elsewhere tfter retiri0g) ceeeeceeea- 1 3 400 weltare ITE':IJJS' Next year's faculty salar? re
Regearch T 1,800 port of the Coordmaung Council for Higher
Uther professionai SRFDINES.. moomoeeeeveore 10 1.300 Edueation should 1ncorporate the resuits of
Non-professional eArnINEY cemeemeueemeeeee  § 1,760 thig study.
The lughest average earnmgs by teaching field and b We also recommend that existing state col-
the percentage with outside earmings are leze policies and enforcement practiees re-
Aversge garding extra employment be reviewed and
Percent ecarnwmgs updeated.
g;nf!wmh.ieh“ we do not bave) —————- g 52_2'3% ¢ Finally, 1t 15 recommended that faculty sel-
Bumness and Commerce ;8 2 ary reports keep the Legslature mformed
Phyaicol Sciences ) ax
Aggeultars oy Y about policies and practices relating to extra
Pychology 85 27 employment

3 Comments
In our opinton, it would seem that any extra
emplovment would affect the gquahty of per-

In light of the Joint Commuttee discussion you mught
be interested in the following.

Adoerage
Percant earmings formance of University responsibilities since
Soucul Sciences Z_': ‘i% faculty survevs indieate that the average fae-
;?m — 21 1500 ultv workweek 15 3¢ hours. The time spent on
Religion end Theology 78 1,200 aetzvities for extra compensation (except dur-

ing the sominer) would be on top of what the
facultv bas defined as their average workweek
Because, 1n some instances, it 15 diflenlt to de-
termine whether a given 1ncome-producing ac-
tivity. such as wriang a book. is considered a
normal Tniversity responsibility or an extra

2. Recommendations
a We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
el for Bigher Education, the University of
Cghforma znd the California State Colleges
cooperate 1 determinming the extent to which

faculty members participate 1 extra activi-
ties to supplement thewr mne-month salares
ineluding mnformation as to when extra ac-
tivities are usually performed (suel as vaca-
f1ons. ete.; Such activities would inelude,
but not be limited to, lecturing, general writ-
g, summer and extension teaching, govern-
ment consultine textbook wrmting, private
consulting, public service and foundation
consulting. and other profesmional activities,
If suek a stndy sugrests that the magmtnde
cf these aetivities 13 sueh that the perform.
ance of normal Umiversity and state college
responsibilities are perhaps beme adversaly
arfected. then econsmideration should be grven
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acrnvary, distinetions hetween normal and estra
activities need to be more cleariy defined.

Auch of the ourside compensation recerved
by faeulty comes 11 the form of grants made
direetls to the faculty member rather than
through the Universitv or colleges. There 15 no
reguler reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which ther promde to fae-
ultr, and the colleges and TUniversity do not
consider the reporting of such income to be
feasible. It mav be desirable to encourage the
Congress to direct that greater number of
grants made by Umted States azenmcies for re-
gearch be made directl™ to academie institu-
tions.




Acercpe
DPercent earmengs
All with outeide earnings — 4 $2,200
Summer teaching 44 1,300
Other snmmer employment pu | 1,800
Other teaching 13 200
Rorvalties e o———————— S 1200
Speeches oo e me e ) 200
Concultant fees _.. oo o _.1la 1.400
Retirement (individuals wlo have retired who
tench elsewhere after renmng) oo 1 3,400
Regenrch - T 1,800
Other professrohal entmungs oo 10 1.300
Non-professionn) €armIngs . oo e ona- 5 1700

The lughest average earnings by teachung field and
the percentage with outside earnings are

Average

Percent eagrnsnps

Law (which we do Dot have) o e 8 #5300
Enginesning 83 3.200
Busmese and Commerce -1 2000
Physical Sciences a6 2,000
Agmcuiture 71 =500
Peychology &3 2,700

In hight of the Joint Commuttee discussion you mught
be interested 1n the follovrng

Average

Peroeni sarmwngs

Sovu]l SC1eTEPS e e T4 $1,900
Fine Arte - T4 1,800
PhilogophY —w e e m e = 74 1,500
Relhgion and Theology s 1,300

2. Recommendations
a We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
cul for Higher Edueaton, the University of
Califormia and the Califormia State Colleges
cooperate 1n determining the extent to which
taenlty members participate in extra activi-
ties to supplement their mme-month salares
mcluding mformation as to when extra ac-
trvities are usually performed (snch as vaca-
t1ons. ete ) Suoeh activities would inelude.
but not be limited to, leeturing, general writ-
1ng, summer and extension teaching, govern-
ment consuiting texthook wrting, private
consulting, publie service and foundetion
consulting, and other professional activities
If such & study suggests that the magnitude
of these activities 18 such that the perform-
ance of normal University and state college
responmbibities are perhaps bemng adversely
affected. then consideration should be given
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to the posuibility of mamiaining more ¢om-
plete and meaningful records. Such records
would axd administrative officals and aca-
demic senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary inereases
and provide summarv data for reporting to
the Lemslaiure on these sirmificant faemlty
weltare items Next vear's faculty salary re-
port of the Coordwmating Couneci for Higher
Education should incorporate the results of
this study

b We aiso recommend that existing state col-
lege policies and enforcement practices re-
gerding extra employment be reviewed apd
updated.

¢ Fmaslly, 1t 15 recommended that faculty sal-
ary reports keep the Legislature nfortned
about poheles and practices relattng to extra
employment.

Comments
In our opimon 1t wounld seem that any extra
empiorment would afect the guahity of per-
formance of University responsmbilities since
faculty survevs indicate that the average fac-
uvlty workweek 1s 54 hours. The time spent on
uctivities for extra compensation (exzcept dur-
g the summer) would be on top of what the
facultr has defined as their average workweek.
Decause, 1n some instences, 1t 1s diffieult to de-
termine whether a given ncome-producing ae-
tivity, sneh as writing a beok. 18 considered a
normal University responsbility or an extra
actinty, distinetions between normal and extra
activities need to be more clearly defined
Much of the outside compensation recerved
by faculty comes 1o the form of grants made
directly to the faculty member rather than
throush the University or collezes. There 15 no
regular reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide to fac-
ulty, and the ecolleges and Univermity do not
consider the reporting of such mcome to be
feasible. It mav be demrable to eneourage the
Congress to direect that greater number of
grants made by United Siates agencies for re-
search be made directly to academic 1nstitu-
tiops.



APPENDIX B

Methodology Employed by the California Postsecondary Education
Commussion for Preparation of the Annual Reports on University
of California and California State University Faculty Salares

WHEREAS,

W v

.
L & »

RESOLVED,

RESCLTD,

and Cost of Fringe Benefits
Comnussion Resoluticn 17-77 June 13, 1977

Concerning the Methodology Imployed for the

California Postsecondary cducatien Commission's

Annuyal Repcrts on
Faculty Salaries and Fringa 3anefits

The University of Califcraia and the Calzforaza State
Universicty and Colleges nave axpressad reservations with
the methodology used for the California Postsacondary
Zducation Commission's receat reports oo Zacalcy sala-
ries and fringe beneflcs, particularly with respect Lo
the computations for Sringe bemefics, and

Compission staf? coovened a technical advisory committee
consistiag of represantatives of the saegmeats, Cae De~
partment of Finance, and the Office of che Lagislative
Analyst to advise on pessible revisiomns 3f the existiag
mechodelogy, and

The coumit=2e nat on Sive occcasions to thorsugoly reviaw
and discuss the meznodelogy for the reporzs om Iaculty
salaries ana frizge bemefits, not only with raspect oo
the computatioms for fringe benefits, but also regarding
all ocher aspec:s of the methodology, and

3ased on the advice of cae commitci2e, 3 revised neth-
odelogy has been developea by Commission stafi; aow
therefora, bYe it

~hat the Califoraia Postseccudary Sducacicn Compission
adopt the attacned document entitled, Xevised Mechoaology
for the Prsparacion of zhe innual Report cu Tniversiczy of
Califorpia and Calilornca State CTniversity amc Caollgges
Faculty Salaries anc rringe 3emefrcs, 1378-79, wniza ov
raference ’ecomes a sart of this zasolution, ana de it
further

That copies of thrs rescluciom be TTamsmaitac 0 tae
Goveraor, tHe Legwslarure, tae Department vi Fizaepce, the
Office of tae Lagislazive amalys:, :ine Regents of tle
Universizy of CaliZornia and the Truscees of tne Cali-
fornia Scate Universicy and Collages.
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Califoraza Postsecondary
Sducation Commission

June 13, 1877

REVISED METHOOOLOGY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPCRT CN
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA AMD CALIFORNIA STATE CNIVERSITY AND COLLEBES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGZ 3ENEFITS, 1878-79

INTRQDUCTION

The methodology to be employed for tne 1373-79 raport contains a
aumoer of substantiva modificatzons from tlac adopted by the Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used for the annual teporzs for 1973-76,
1976=77, and 1977-78.

Ia developing this aew mechodology, doth &tne Unlversily of Calilfermia
and the Califormia Stace Umiversity aad Colleges conierred with a
mumber of groups and individuals, Including rTepresentatives of Zac-
ulty organizacions. Subsequently, eacn segment supmiztad propesals
for changes in the existing wmethodology. These sroposals were thex
considared by a technical advisory commiztee sgtablished by the
Commission consisting zot only of Commission s$cafl and sagmentadl
repragsencatives, but also of Tapresentatives ef zhe Departmeat of
Tipapce and the Office of the Lagislative amalyst.

In the past year, one aspact of the ammusl zaport on faculty salazies
and fringe bemefits was heavily criticszed; namely, tne tTeacmen: of
the comparison of fringe becefics. Thls ericicism cantared om W
major points. The first relaced to the Tecent practice of treating
the cost of fringe benefirs and the salary adjustqients requised o
achieve paricy as additive to praduce a figure for "Total Zquivalant
Cowpemsation" (TEC). Thais practice will be drscontinued ia suise~
queat years. I1he sacond griticism stammed from =he fac:z that tae
comparison zethod was limited to the employer cost 9of cenefr-s (ex-
Jressed as a percentage of payroil). Sizmce taers is, at bes:, suly
an indiseet ralatcionship becwaen che value of ITinge sgnefris to e
emplovee and the cost of thoge benmefits 2o the employer, tie usa oI
2ringe beneii: comparisons with otaer iastitutions can oftan be ser.-
ously nislaadizg.

Although tae basic difficulcies with Iringe menefi:s comparisons wars
noted in the raport for the 1977-78 Ziscal year, it is proposea that
2 mich more definitive disclaimer be izcluded iz che :ext 0T tze
1978-79 reporz. Clezrly, a bemefitr package 321 given cOST 237 te very
diffarent from another bemefzz package of tle same cost when Iae TWO
are definad and adminiscered dnfferemcly. 3y wav of illastTztion,

1f the employer adds co a pemsion fand =2 impreova its actuarial io-
tegrit?, it incressas the cosSt af thka Yeneri: cackage dut does act
result in my a2ew or additzomal benefi:zs.

The Commission will continue to show the Tesulls 2f the comparTison
survey regarding the eost of Irzage bengeifits byr wrll display it
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separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avold nisunderstanding or
inappropriate use of the figures.

The secoad major change 1s the elimination of the "Cost of Living
Adjustment for Salaries.” Tor tae past three vears, an adjustzent
has been made 1o the projected salaries of the comparison institu-
tions to account for changes in the rate of inflation. This adjust-
ment has been widely misunderstoed. It 1s not an escalator clause
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; -t
igs an index ounly of changes im the rate of inflation and 0% a mea-~

N _.._.._-._.-'2—-
sure of inflatiom 1tself.

The other changes are essentially techmical in nature. To date, all
ranks average salary and fringe benefit projections have bsen made

on the basis of priecr year {(for the preliminary raport) and current
year (for the final report) segmental staifing patterus. Since these
elements of comwpensation are implemented in the budget year, 1t 13
desirable to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This wll
be done by the University of Califormia for the 1978-79 report and

by the Californmia State University and Colleges beginming ia 1979-80.

The final change will affect only the computation of fringe benafits
for the Califormia State Univarsicy and Colleges. That systam pre-
viously based its fringe benefit projecticms om the assumption that
no salary increase would be granted. Because an increase -n salary
automatically increases applicable fringe benesits, a degree cf 4is-
rortion occurs. The University of California usas a system whereoy
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic incraases 1n
fringe benefits resulting from tnac increase accounted for, and the
fringe bemefits calculated after chis accounting. The Commission
believes the latter approach to be more reasonable and has there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLGGY

The procedures to be employed for cthe 1978-79 Sudget year and In
subsequent years are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be preparad eacn year. The first report, based on
prel minary data, will he submitcad to the Deparcment of Finance ia
Novemper. The final report, based om the most currant dacta, will be
submitted te the Legislative Budgert Committee in april. Ia ovder to
meet these supmission dares, the Universitiy ol California ana tne
Califormia State University and Colleges will forward data oo <¢om~
parison institucions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission
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gtaff by mid-Ocsober for the prelimznary report and b7 lace Fabruary
for zhe £inal rs2pozt.

3. PRINCITLE CF 2ARIT

The zegor:t will iadicaca what adjustoents would De 2eeded for tie
forthcoming yaar for salaries ana c¢osts of fringe 3egefits Zor Tai-
versity of Califormia amd Califarzia State Unxversizy and Callages'
faculty to acafeve and maiacais rank-fy-zanxk parily wiik suc2 sala-
rias and costs of fringe benefi:=s provided faculty in appropriale
compariscn insctitutions. A separate lisc 2 compariscn iznscoiucions
w<ll be used by each of the Califorzia segments of migher aducation.
The report will separate calculazioms and displays of cdara ralazts

to percantage incTeasas raquired for parily iz salarses Zrcm thesa
relacad co friage benefif costs.

C. CCMPARTSON TNSTITTTICNST

Comparisomn imstitutiocus for the Universizy of Calilfornia wall te

Cornell Universicy

Barrard University

Stanford Universicy

Stata Universicy of New Yorx at 3ulialc
Univarsizy of Illi=ois

Universisy of Michigan at ipn Arber
Univarsity of Wiscomszn at Madison
Tale Universicy

Compariscr institations for the Califoraia State Universwiy and Col-
leges will be:

Zast
Srata Universicy of Yew Tork at Aldaay
Serare Universizy of Yew York Collage at 3ullalc
Syracuse Univers=cy
Virgiaia Polytachzmac Iastizuce and Stass Universit
West

Univrersity of Southern Caliloraza
Toivarsity of Hawail

Taiversicy of Yewvada

Univarsity o Qregon

Por=lanc Staze Uciverssry

-

1. L7 any iastdcutacn is cmeztad foT amy reasom, a senlacsment will
be salacted based upor the astablismed crizaria by Commisston
staff {im murtual consultatzom with che segments, tile Tepartuent of
Finance, and the Lagislarive inalyst. The itzacmment izgicates
rhe crireria Jor selaction of the comparzscn imsctLiulloaos.
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Other
University of Colorado
Illincis Statea Universaicy
Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois University
Indianaz State University
Iowa State University
Wayne Stata Universicy
Western Michigan Tniversity
Bowling Green State University
Miami University (Ohie)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The facultiazs to be incluced 1n ctne comparisons are tnose with full-
time appointments at the ranks of professor, assoclate professor,
assistant professor, and instructor, employed on naine and eleven
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and irregular ranks as
appropriats), with the exception of faculties in the healech sciences,
summer sess1ons, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided
that these faculties are covered by salary scales or schedules other
than that of the regular faculty. At the rank of instructor, full~
time aquivalent faculty are used because of the preponderance of
part—-time appoinctments at this rank.

The faculty members to be included are those assigned to 1astruction
(regardless of the assignments for research or other universiry pur-
poses), department cnairsaen (1if oot on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salariad sabbatical leave.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For eacn academic rank within the Califoraia Stats University and
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars for the
combined group 18 divided by the number of Ifaculty within the ranx
to derive average salarias by rank for their comparison institutlons
as a whole. Average costs of fringe bemefi:ts will ve compucad 1o a
gimilar manner.

Tor the Univarsity of Califormia's comparison groups. the average
salary by rank is obtained for each comparison iastitucion. The
single avaerage salary (for each ramnk) for the comparison group is
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-
son institucions and dividing bv eigat, thereby giving equal weight
to aach institution regardlass of the number of faculty. The same
procedure should be used co ccmpute the cost of Zringe benefits.
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F. TIVE-YEAR CCMPOUND RATE CF SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT GROWTH

For the preliminary repors, a five=-year ccmpound vate of change ia
salaries and fringe benefits ac each rank at tne comparison lasti-
tutions w1ll be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe

penefir data of the precedinz vear and of the prior five years.

In obtaining compound rtates 9f change ac the comparison institutiloeas,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefic costs
by rank fcr their respective comparison inmstizutlon groups as spec—
ified 1n Section E above. Zach will then calculace the annual com-
pound growth rata changes in average salaries and f{ringe benefic
costs for esach rank (over, the five-year period} at their respective
comparision ingtirtucions. These rates of cpange will then be usad

to project average salaries and costs of fringe bemefits for that
rank forwvard for twe years to the budget vear.

The sazme procedure will be used in proaucing the f£inal report, ax-
cept that the base year for the comparisor institutions will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a cne-yaar projection
rather than the two-year projection necassary in the preliminpary
report. The California segments will use actual cur~ent salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the comparisom instituticns
rather than budgeted figures.

G. ALL-RANES AVERAGE SALARY AND FRIUGE BENETIT COSTS

Average all-canks average salaries and friage bemefi: costs srojecned
for the budget yvear will be calculated for eaca segment, using che
average salaries and fringe bemefits oy ranmk projectad for che ouydger
vear for the compariscn groups and che staffiag pattern in the aporo-
priate California segment. The California Scace University and Col-
leges will yse tae current year staffing pattern while the University
of Califormia will use a staffiag pattern projected for the budget
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefil amounts for
the budget year comstitute the salaries and f{zinge benafics o Je
provided to tns corresponding California segment for that segment Co
achieve parity, ramk-oy-rank, with 1ts comparison group. The average
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits taus projected to the budget
year for each California segment will them be comparec with che carz-
renc all-ranks average salaries and fringe bemefzts for that segment
to aecermine the percentage increasa requiraa by the sagmenat 19
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 raport, the Caliioraia Sctat2 Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify tie percentage diffarence (zo 1/l0ta of
a parcentage polat) CO account {or meri:t lacreases, promotions, and
facult7 turmover. This adjustment will 10T be necessar? for tae
University of Cal:foraia since the projection of tae staffing pattarn
into the budgec year will account for chese adjustaents auromacic3lly.
In subsequent years, the Califoraia Stata Universiliy ama Colliages
will use the same procedure as the Unmiversaty of Califormia.

-71-



K. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables comtaianing five
years of tremd data, with the data for the most recent year suppl:ied
by the segments.

1. YNumber of full-ctime faculty by rank;

2. Number and parcent of new and coctinuing full-time faculcy with
the doctoraca by rank;

3. Number and percent of full-time facul:y with tenure or securisy
of appoinctment by rank;

4. Separations of full-time faculty with tenure OT Security of
appointment oy rank;

5. Destination of faculty whe resign, by rank (indicating the name
of the instictution for chose faculty remaining in higher educa-
tiomn);

6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promoticnal patterms.
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ATTACHMENT

CRITZRIA FOR SELECTION OF CCMPARISCN INSTITUTIONS

The followiag criteria will be used to select comparison insticucions
Zor tne University of Califormia:

1. Each insciturion should e an sminent major universitwy offaring
a broad svectrum of undergraduate, gracuate (Mascars ane Ph.D.),
and professiomnsal instruction, and wich a faculcy responsible for
resesrch as well as teacning.

2. Each insrituction should be one with wnicn the University 1s in
significant and continuing compecition i1n tne recruitment and
ratantion of faculty.

3, Each institution should be one from wiich 1t is possible to col-
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Yot
all iaszicutions are willing to provide thexr salary data, es-
pecially in the decazl required for comparison purposes.)

4, The comparison group should be composed of both public and pri-
vate institutions.

In selecring these institutions, staoility over time in the compari-
son institucions group is important to emable the development of
faculty salary market perspective, time serious anmalysis, and the
contacts necassary for gathering requirad data.

The following criteriz will be used for selection of comparison insci-
tutions for the Califorara Stace Unaversity and Colleges. The insti-
tutions selected accordiag to chese criteria are those which nave
approzimately the same functions with regard to undergraquata aca
graduate 1nstructlon, and wich woich the Califiomia Stace Unzversity
and Colleges competz for facul:ry.

1. General Comparabil:>ty of Tastiturcions

The expectations of faculcy at the comparison iastitutions
should be relatively sim:lar co those prevailing at the
Zalifornia Stcata Universicy and Collages. Consequently,
the couparison instiiutionms should be large i1nstitucions
that offer both undergraduats and graguate LustIuction.
Excludad from consideraticnm under th:is cricerlon ware:

a. Insticucicons wizn lass than 300 faculty members,
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded che greatast aum-
ber of doctorzl degrees during the tean-vear veriod,
1959-60 through 1968-69. (Thesa 20 i1asticzations
awarded nearly hali of 2ll doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S5. during this period);

c. Communicy Collages and colleges without graduace
programs,;

q. Institutions staffed with religious faculry.

Comparability of Staces' abxliz7? to Support Higher Educacion

The basis of financial support available to the comparison
institutions should be relacively similsr 2o that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from counsideration were:

a. Institucions in states wnere the per capilta income
in 1970 was more cnan ten percent below the U.S.
average. (Califormia's per capita income was
approximately 14 percent above the U.S5. average.)
The criterion was applied to both puslic and pri-
vate institutilens;

5. Institutions in Yew York City and Washingtomn, D.C.,
because ¢f the high cost of living and tne much
nigher than average iacomes in these cicies.

Comperstion for Facul:sy

Inscitutions on the comparison list praferably saculd b=
institutions irom which Califormia Stazza University and
Collages' faculty ars recruited or vice versa.

Similaricy of Functions

The comparison group should Include inscicucioms that are
ameng the largest insticuctioms with zraduats 2vegrams sut
whica de not grant, or grant very faw, aocctowal deg:aes.l
(Nine CSUC campuses ares among cthe 20 largest suca iastiiu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe 3enefizs

The ¢ arisen lascicucions sheulce »rovide f-inge jsenefirs,
g

tncluding a refirement program, =i1at vests o the faculey
gember within five vears. This gritariom was appli2q oy
generally axcluding frcom consideratzon iasizsut-oms wita
nonvastiag reciremenc programs.

Category IIA in che AAUP report.
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Unaversity of Califecrnia Ccomparison Institutions

The comparison group of institutions develoved for tne
Californza Stcate Umiversity and Colleges should not 1n-
clude institutions used by the Universitv of California
10 decermining {its faculty ccmpensation.

Acceptance as Comparilson Iastitution

The ceowmparison inst:tutiouns preferably should be insti-
tuticns that have been accepted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries {n the Califernia
State University and Colleges.

Senior or Tenmured Faculty
The compariscn group of institucions should kave a
faculcy mix ratio in their upper two ranks cthar is

similar to the razio of faculty 1z the upper Two ranks
of the Califormia State Umaversity and Colleges.

-75~-



et —

Article by Scott Heller, The Chronicle of Higher Education, April 11, 1964

"Their Lagging Salaries Imperil Entire State,

APPENDIX C

Madison Professors Warn Wisconsin

Exodus of many top faculty members is termed a threat to university’s intellectual vigor

By SCOTT HELLER
MADISON
What's a professor of classics domng 1 a

plece ke this?

e

Whle that afiernoon was Fanme Le-
Moene's first Rotary Club luncheon, it was

Fanme J LeMowne, whose academsc  not the first ume she had dehivered her

specmity 13 the early Middle Ages, maght
have asked herself that question ong after-
noon last month, as she calmly sat on tks
dais 1n a meeting room at the [na on the

wudmg. After the legislature froze sala-
nes for all state employees for this fiscal
year and approved only a 3 84-per-cent in-

¢ for next year, faculty members at

Park here, eyemg a roomful of bummess-  Madison mounted a strong effort to con-
men as they finsshed the last bites of theer  vince legislators and, just as important the

chicken, downed their drinks, and
launched 1nto a round of **Wait "Til the Sum
Shmes, Neliie ™

As a classics professor at the Universty
of Wisconsin at Madison and chegman of
the instirution’s Unuversiy Comansited, A6
cluef faculty goverming body, Ms. Ls-
Motne might not have imagned her dunes
0 Include an after-lunch address to a
throng of bowsterous Rotary Club mem-
bers, each prominently weanng, on lus
spost jacket, an oversized button sheged
ke a gear But there she was-—pushing
aside her own piate of half-eaten chicken.
stancing up behind the microphone, apolo-
@ang for 2 bad joke and then getsimgight
to the point-

» The University of Wisconsin at Madr
son Is In trouble

> A recent pay freeze puts the campus
aear the bottom of the Big Ten 1n torges of
faculty salaries, and leaves it far less com-
peutive than comparable public netty-
uons nationwide ‘

» Morale 15 at an all-ume low,

» Top faculty members are leaving.

» The state doesn't realize what #'s bes-
ing

Ms LeMowme fiushed ber 10-runute
tek with a sharp direcuve, putung the 1s-
sue 10 terms her auchience couldn’t halp but
wndorstand. .

“As businsuamen,” she sead, ‘1 mmk .
you, bow long do you thnk we can men-
tam our quality when we are payung sala-
nes far jower than the market”" To the
sound of applause, she sat down

3

e -
Michael J. Houston, chairman of the

marketing at Madison, is
lnvi:_l!\:?t 415,880 more at Ilinois.

catizenry that the State of Wisconsin s eat-
ing its “'seed corn’—that as poorly-paxd
professors leave for jobs elsewhere, the
excellence of the umversity 1s on the line

In the past, Ms LeMorne recalls, “we
had been told that the taculty had not been
visible enough, and that may have in fact
been true.” :

p——
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Faonie J. LeMoine, professor
_ of classics at U. of Wisconain’s

Madison campus, is heading
a drive for move public aappaet.

Now, armed with anecdotes, brochures,
and pounds of statistical documentation,
they have intensified thew lobbying. Thesr
goals are twofold 1n the short term. to con-
vince Gov Anthony S Earl of the need for
& ons-lime caich-up salary increase to less-
en the differential between Wisconsin and
its peer nshitutions, m the long term, to
assure that the state continues (o recogmze
aad support the “‘crown jewel" of its fis-
cally strapped university system.

*The impression arcund here 15 that the
state government ss not as svmpathefic to
tugher education as it 15 1n other stases,”
says krving Shan, Madison's chancellor
“That's particularly true in consideration
of the state’s long tradison of support of
higher education.

“*If the exodus of these really good fucul-
ty contnues,” Mr Shan adds, *‘the imbel-
lectual vigor of tine umverssty wili suffer

|



bargaining at Madison The leg:sla-
ture has repeatedly rejected such
proposals on a statewide basis So far
most faculty members and admims-
trators at Madison have strongly op-
posed faculty umioruzanon, although
other campuses i the system have
srongly favored 1t

According to Robert Kimbrough,
president of Umted Faculty, the
Madizon faculty’s “‘new’’ approach
to public persuasion 1s doomexd to fail
unless representatives from all 27
state campuses band together

“Now, I don’t think the faculty 18
getting anything across very efiac-
tyely,” e says “Every time they
open thear mouths and say that Mad-

i 15 more important to the siste
any of the other campuses, they
enate the vast mayonty of the vips-
c
e

b RUEPT OF ELECT + COMPUTER

ENGINEERING

w "
There| 13 evidence of that. In
mber, lower-pawd state employ-
eas, also have been affected
by the salary freeze, sarcashcally
asoeunced o Chwigstes fhod drive
for “nesdy” pradesessy tewugiom
the siais. Thalr cimlindis wiggos-

William P. Bi Ite - . - P;No’{mwnamucmmutn
illiam P. Birkemeser, chairman isconsin’s deparament ctrieal
and computer engineering, says most of the faculty members he has recently
sought to hive said No. *“We've boan trying like cresy,” he adda.

Other uiversities have decuded that Wis-
consn 13 & happy-hunting ground—that
we're npe for raiding ™'

More than Money at Issue

Faculty leaders and others in the cam-
paign stress that pocketbook concerns are
not what has motivatad the Madison cam-
pus to take its case to the people Rather,
they say, the entire university 1s impenled,
and state residents—whether they know 1t
or not—wll suffer |f the unaversaty does

butmlly some of the rhstonc wes stn-

dont, leadng Govermor Earl to re-
mark, ‘1 thought [ was going to pck
up the newspaper and read, DEAN OF
ENGINEERING GETS HEAD COLD,
BLAMES LOW SALARY "' Now faculty
eiforts are more educatonal

In particular

> Department chairmen, with
more detal than ever before, are
compiling and documenting figures
on comparauve salanes, personnel
losses to other umversines, and diffi-
culties they have had in hunng new
people

& Faculty members—ncludmng
Howard] Temun, a Mobel laureate in
medicine—are wnting to legsiators
and the governor, expressing thewr
dissatisfaction and fears. **1 fear that
some dramanc gestures need to be
made here soon or st will be too late
for the Umversity of Wisconsi—
Madison,™ Mr Teewn wrose 1 the
mest recant of threa latters to Gover-
nar Earl,

# The umvarsity's news service
has helped to put together a bro-
chure, The Urmiversiry, The Fuiure,
and You, 10 spell out how the cnisis
will hurt the average Wisconsia cib-
zen Distnbuted at Founders Day
enthenngs and other meenngs, the
brochure quoies prominent business
leaders saluting the umiversity for the
economuc, social, and cuitural bene-
fits it brings to the state

“When | meet alumm, mstead of
showing shdes and tallang about our
sxchange program with Cluna, 1 talk
sbout faculty salaries and show
slides and charts of that,"* Mr Shamn
says

» Faculty leaders like Ms Le-
Moine are working io convince busi-
53 leaders of the university's im-
portance, and have found an gily m
the city's Chamber of Commerce.

“What'’s good for the umvermty
commumnty 15 good for the business
commumty, and vice versa,” says
Robert Brennan, president of the
Greater Madison Chamber of Com-
marce and a Madisen alumnus. **But
we have 1o get the faculty to think
like polticans—io get them to con-
vince taxpayers why it 18 inportant
to imgrove their salares '

Differences over Bargaining
There are disagreements over tac-

tscs, however The Unted Faculty

amnd Acadenuc Staff, an unofficial un-

ion, may bs gumng more sppart
Ats contonsaa battle for callecuve
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tons? French bresd, smoked oys-
ters, and bottled water '

Are Madison facuity members jus-
tified wn pewng so upset? Is the univer-
sity really suffenng” What benefits
does the mstitution bring to the state?

In response to the faculty oulcry,
Governor Earl established a Faculty
Compensation Study Commtice—
brioging together officials of the um-
versity system, facully members,




lemslators, businessmen, students,
and other state employees—io
consxler the faculty's cleams and to
propose statewide solulions

According to findings presented to
the group, by next July the pay for
each professonal rank at Madwon
will be at or near the bottom of those
at 12 comparable public umversities,
including others in the Big Ten

If inflation 13 taken into account,
salanies at Madison since 1972-73
have declined 20 4 per cent for assist-
ant professors, 22 1 pes cent for asso-
clate professors, and 21 $ per cent for
full professors

In its final report the governoer's
panel recommended a one-ume
catch-up salary allowance that would
raise average pay at each Wisconsin
campys to the median at comparable
public mstitutons, and suggested
greater flexipility within each univer-
sity for allocaung funds

At Madison, for example, a full
professor who row earns $38 026 a
year |on average coudld recerve as
much as $43.384 annually

The governor’s response has been |
muxed “*Itis not likely that we will be !

able to provide the makeup all in one
mcrement, * he says, pointing to re-
664t Mayor wncreases in the sysitem’s
oparalmg budget. **1t's gong to take

‘Decade of Erosion’
Yet out of the furty of paperwork

has come a vivid picture—what one ~

report called a *‘decade of erosion™
at Madison as well as at other Wxs-
consit nstitutions

At Madison, depariment rcpre-
seniahves explam the sshmtion with
both statistics and ‘'ghost stones”—
anscdotes that dlustrate damage 1n
retention, recruiment, educational
excellence and, most broadly, mo-
rale

Retention. The exodus of top pro-
fessors—man, taking with them
graduare students and research funds
to schools offenng far highe: sala-
nes—seéems 1o be the No 1 topic on
everyone's mind at the unis ersity

Departments in engineertng, busi-
ness, and the “*hard™ scrences have
been it most severely

According to Hector F DeLuca,
¢harman of the university’s presti-
gious biochemisiry department,
whuch has lost five top faculty mem-
bers 1 the last two years, ‘‘half of
our faculty have betier offers 1n
terms of salary than they're now
maimg.

A $15,000 Rasse

Micheel ] Houston, chairman of
the marketing department. s leaving
for a position at the University of Llli-
nots—his alma mater—ai & salary of
$55.000 a sear a 515,000 increase

* To move someone who is basical-
ly happy here, as I am, takey a big
chunk of increase,” Mr Houston
says “I've never acuvely sought an-
other position, where [ imtiated the
action Thus was a happenstance

*I'm happy, but I m somewhal
melancholy, “he adds **The Un.ver-
sity of Wisconsin 1» a verv meaning-
ful place to me, and 1t touk 4 universi-
ty not unlike 1t to make me consiuer
leaving °

Wilham H Stone 1augnt at Madi-
son for 30 years but he lefi o year ago
and 15 now a distinguished professor
of biology at Tnnuy University In
discussing his former insutution, he
still says “we.” and when that is
pointed put to him, he likens it 10 are-
martied husband's calling tus present
wife by hus fret wife's name

I was bke & fixture there'' at
Mudison, he says “But it's just not

the place that it used to be *

Mr Sione 15 a typical Wisconsin
* refugee’” 1n that he was lured away
al mid-career by a Sun Belt unuverss-
ty mm a rush for a reputation—and
with plenty of money with which to
gain one

He almost doubled tus salary in the
move o Tryaty That, pius a gencral
feelmg that " someone was breathing
down your msck at all umes' m the
Wisconsan bureaucracy, led to hk
departure, he says

*'1feh that the state legislature was
guorant of the value of the umverst-
ty—they were hostule 1o the universs-
ty.” Mr Sione says When he visited
Madison several weeks ago, he adds,
he sensed “‘a malaise on the campus
There's a general feeling that the um-
versity is 1a trouble, thatit's losing a
lat of good people It was as though
you were walching a giant being smit-
ten '

Recruitment In ficlds Like busi-
ness and engincering, where compe-
lwon for young scholars comes from
privale (ndusiry as well as from
wealthy academuic wnstitutions, re-
cruiung new facully members 1s as
much of a problem as holding on to
those who are already there, says
William P Birkemeier, chairman of
the electrical and computer engineer-
ing department at Madison

Mr Birkemeier should know, he 1s
frequently poited to as the one
chaurman struck hardest by the sala-
ry dispantes While outwardly jovi-
al, and stressing that he 1s *hopeful”

._Z(:;..

of change, he acknowledges that is
depariment is “hmping along,” sen-
ously understaffed

And he has charts to prove iu—
roughly-drawn graphs, detathng in
Mapgic Marker how hus depariment’s
enrollment has tnpled swce 1971,
while n the lasi two years it has lost
10 faculty members and has replaced
only one

From 12 offers 1o potentialty prom-
1sing faculty members, Mr  Birke-
meer aays he has recerved only ene
Yes ““We've been Irying hke
c:nzy."hc adds, “‘but teday, Ph D.'s
u  electncal ENEIDGTLG #¢ 80
sdaree, 10 recrusl them 16 glmeal -
sesaible " ) -

The dopartmest’s average starting
salary—336,000 a vear—s asbout
whal comparable universities are of-
fenng, he says Bul at Madison, a full
professor m his department 1s earn-
m ., on gverage, $36,800—an indoca-
u-:m of salary compression that can't
go unnoticed by a potentally mter-
ested candidate

“¥You have to hope a recrud s
dumb enough not 1o ask alot of pene-
rating questions,” says Mr Buke-
mewr “But if he's 1hat dumb, you
dom’t want hum "’

Educational excelience. How
have difficulties tn recruitment aad
resention of top faculty members af-
fected the educational expenience at
the unsversiy?

“The two most obvious ways,”
answers Charles A Murn, a Madison

Wisconsin Gov. Anthony S. Earl,
spurred by faculty complpints
over salanes, set up a committee
to propose statewide solutions.



semer and student representative on
the Faculty Compensation Study
Commltee, “are 1n who 15 1n front of
the class and how many students are
n the classroom "

“You see fewer tenured profes-
sors and more academic staff mem-
bers teaching classes * says Mr
Murn. who 1s majoring in economics
and geography *“And when the aver-
age student tries to get nto a buss-
ness course, unless he's a business
student, he can'tdont ~

Robert H Bock, dean of the bus-
ness school, makes a similar poit,
noling thalt steady enrollment m-
creases over the past decade have
combined with key faculty depar-

+ tures and a smaller operahing budget
at the school As a result, the school
can't offer severat comses he calls
“imperative” to a2 modern business
curriculum, including microcomyput-
er applicatrons, administralion poh-
<y, and production and operalmens
MARAgeme Rt

“These should be Lawght 10 every
business student, but | don't foresee
them 1n the near future bere,'" Mr
DRock says ""We've been dead mn the
water Ioi two or three years ”

As a result of s frustration over
“too many comdittons over which |
had no influence and too many prob-
lems which Edid not have the ingenu-
iy to solve,” he recently handed
tus resignution as Jdean. a posiion he
bias held for 12 years

Morale. "I have a sense that I'm
not appreciated here,”” says Marga-
ret 5 Andreasen, assistant professor

of home economics commumceations
“I's ftke living on a really pood
block 1n a city that's not so hot ™

Ms Andreasen’s comment 1s typi-
<al. Faculty members say they eggoy
the imtellectual atmoephere and re-
search support at the university, but
are repestedly frustraled—even m--
sulted—by dependence on the state
Jor Bacal support int the forms of salas-
ry and opeialing money The grow-
mg feehng on the campus s that
things have been shding downhill,
seermingly without! a hail, ever since a
systemwide merger it 1971

Before resigming, Mr Bock spoke
of his own efforts to fight that percep-
ton

There’s Only So Long’
“I've been giving pep lalks for
thres or four years, encousaging peo-

ple, accentuating the positive,” he
said. “'But there's only so long thel

you can keep pumping people ip

How long 1s “'s0 long™'? Accordmng
to faculty members at Madison, a re-
fesal by Governor Earl and the legis-
eture 10 graat the catch-up money
soon—ihe proposdion that the gov-
ernor saye s ‘‘not hikely m one mcre-
gent’ ' —could be the knockout
punch

Meanwhile faculty members find
it difficult to accept the fact that 4
$ohid pay raise may coine only if an
individual recerves an offer from an-
other instnution—what one depart-
ing professor calls a *‘perverse mncen-
live™ 1o look for work elsewhere

When Harvard University sought
lo rasd Madison's top-ranked soci-
ology department las! year, recalls its
I1;halrman, Gerald Marweit, most fac-
ully members chose to stay on—after

recerving comparabic counter-offer s
withdrawn from a dean’s discretion-
ary fund Morale in the department 1s
thus high, Mr Marwell adds—except
that now other faculty members be-
heve that they, too, need outside of-
fers to gain a salary increase at Meds-
son

Those without such leverage be-
Leve they are stuck **Paople whe
good people, who make large i
bunons to the umversiy, but are nst
*hot'—they are getting screwed, and
they know 1t " Mr Marwell notes “‘I
know it, I'm probably one of them 1
didn't get a raise last year ™

The situation at Madison 15 nat
unique Michigan's state system of
highet educanon, for example, re-
cently was the subject of a five-part
senes 1 the Deiroit News, which
concluded that the system had been
*hving on 1ts reputation~and on
borrowed time *

What may be in question in many
stales 1s how and whether a state can
nurture a public institution that seeke
to compete 1n a nauonal market-

"“The Wisconsin Idea”—an egah-
tanan notion that the boundanes of
the campus are the boundanes of the
state---cuts both ways as far as Mad-
s0n goes

Increased enrollment and account-
abidity have mn many ways con-
strmned the university, leading Mr
Sham to appoint a panel to invest-
gate how a himit on enroliment—<cur-
rently more than 40,000 students—
woutld mfiect the university’s rapport
with the mais.

Governor Earl, while stressing his
commitment 10 the Madison campus,
swals down suggestions of bmiting
enrollment or raising tuition for state
residents, now 31,199, the second
lowest in the Big Ten

*T don't think that the Umversity
of Wisconsin should only be a schoo!
for the ehte,” the governor says un-
equivocally,

In any case those arg not alterna-
tives that umiversity representatives
ever really wish to convey as they
venture—brochures and amecdotes
n tow—40 sell the cainzens on Made
soa. lnstaed, they pownt sut thet ooy
348 per camt of the umversty's
budget comes from steie revesuss,
thet research at the mstitution has
meant more than $1 7-billion to the
Wisconsin economy in the past dac-
ade; and |thal more than 100 mayar
companies 1 the state have a chisf
executive officer who 15 a Madison
graduate

Whether enough citizens care—
and how that will influence the pow-
ers-that-be—is  still basically um-
known

Resentment 15 a factor, however,
Governor Earl points out that work-
ers at the nearby Oscar Mayer Foods
Cnrporau#m meat-packing plant are
suffenng through a three-year salary
freeze, and have not taken kindly to
the faculty outcrv  And faculty mem-
bers at other University of Wisconsm
campuses' have recently called for
the finng of the system's presidest,
Robert M O'Neil, accusing lum of
having & “*double standard’’ that fa-
vors faculty raises only on campuses,
like Madison s, that offer doctorates

Many Remain Hopeful

Yet ma:':y Madison faculty mem-
bers, mncludmg some who are leav-
'mg, express hope that things will
‘lwork out They echo Aage Soren-
ser—one of the “hot” sociologsts
departing for Harvard-—as he gazes
out hus office window at Lake Men-
dota, a scene said by some to be
worth the equivatent of $5,000 in sal-

ary
' *'I do not have a bad thing to say
about this place,” Mr Sorensen
says. "'l credit most of my career to
this |p]ace.| and | feel somewhat un-
grateful leaving ‘
But, as I-fe notes as well, “It's aagy
for someone to point and say, ‘This s
a good fertibzer * It's not qute es
easy for this umsversity to point out
partcalar benefis 1o the stare so that
constitueants undarstand '

Reproduced from pages 29-32 of The Chronicle of Higher Education, 28:7, April 11, 1984,
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APR 9 19384
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

nmm.n-mws-:mz-mnncnzs-mvmm:-mmmo-surmuc:sco SANTA BARBARA - SANTA CRUZ

Office of the Senior Vice President--
Academic Affairs

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

April 4, 1984

Mr, Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Cammission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, CA 958l4

Dear Director Callan:

Oon behalf of the University of California, I am pleased to submit Tables
A-1 through A~6. The supplementary "B-Tables," the annual medical faculty
salary report, and the administrative salary camparison report will be
gent to you shortly in a separate mailing.

The difficulty in cbtaining the data appears to increasa with each passing
vear. This year three of the comparison institutions were unable to
provide data until mid-March, A fourth, the University of Wisconsin,
requested that their data not be included in this year's comparison. (See
attached letter from Vice President Lorenz, University of Wisconsin,)

In order to honor Wisconsin's request and yet stay within the accepted
methodology, Wisconsin's salary data was removed fram both 1978-79 and
1983-84 figures, The normmal five-year campound growth rate was then
applied to data for the remaining seven institutions. Therefore, Table
A-1 cmits Wisconsin data in the base and current year.

Table A-2, the henefits comparison, includes Wisconsin data in the base
year but not in the current year. Our historic documents were not
sufficiently detailed to pemit deletion of the Wisconsin benefits data
fran the base year.

—83-
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Tables A-5 and A-6 give FTE-by-Step data for general campus faculty

excluding business/management and engineering faculty and similar data for
business/management and engineering faculty alone. These tables are
intended to meet the requests made by your staff earlier in the year.

If you have questions concerning these reports, contact Director Joseph B.
Redgers at (415) 642-8399, Coordinator JoAnn Rolley at {415) 642-8410, or
our reqular CPEC liaison Director Clive Condren,

Enclosures

cct

Prasident Gardner

Senior Vice President Frazer
Senior Vice President Brady
Asgistant Vice President Stover
Assistant Vice Pregident Hershman
Assistant Vice President Levin
Director Rodgers

Diractor Condren

Director Arditti

Associate Director O'Brien
Director of Finance Huff
Legislative Analyst Hamm
Coordinator Relley

”

Sincerely,

_— //F;' N ad
/ -~ -

- - —— . . -
- O A

[

Edward J. Blakely
Assistant Vice President—
Academic Personnel

e
.
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' THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT—~ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE A~11

Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries:

Comparison 7 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries
1978-~79 Average Salaries
1984-85 Projected Salaries?

6,64

1983-84 Average Salaries’
1983~-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year
range adjustment

1984-85 Projected sStaffing

Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1983~84 salaries to
equal the projected 1984-85
average salaries

UC and Compariscon Institutions

Associate Assigtant
Professor Professor Professor Ave Eg_e_%
49,575 33,308 27,233
32,9%6 22,119 17,474
53,793 36,150 29,760 46,412
42,844 28,934 24,273 37,082
47,128 31,827 26:706 40:790
3,110 1,049 732 4,89]
14.1 13.6 11.4 13.8

1Salary data excludes health sciences,

Z2averages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Ccmparison institutions: Cormell University, Harvard University, University
of Illinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, vale

University, and SUNY-Buffalo.

these comparison institutions.

Coamputed from confidential data received from

4Canpound anmial growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one

year projection.

51983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits and pramotions to be

effective 7/1/84.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT—ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
SPRCNG, 1984
TABLE A~2
Projected Difference in Fringe Benefits: UC and Caomparison Institutions

Associate  Assistant
Professor Professor  Professor Averaggl

Comparison 8 Institutions:

1983-84 Average Fringe

Benefits? 10,665 8,252 7,174

1978-79 Average Fringe

Benefits 6,094 4,109 3,383

1984-85 Projected Fringe

Benefits3 11,928 9,487 8,338 10,867
uc:

1933-84 Average Fringe

Benefits? 9,843 7,401 6,583 8,831
Percentage Adjustment needed 21.2 28.2 26.7 23.1

to make UC frimge benefits
equal to the 1984-85 projected
average cumparision fringe
benefits

Less (adjustment for the effect of
13.8 range adjustment): 10.2

Net adjustment needed to achieve
parity: . i2.9

laverage based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.
2Camputed from confidential data received from camparison institutions.

3campound annual, growth rate over the five-year period for each rank is used
for the one~-year projection.

4Equivalent to an average of $2321.20 plus 15.96% of average salary.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFURNIA

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT—ADMINISTRATION

SPRING, 1984

REVISED TABLE A-3

Average UC Faculty Fringe Benefits
{Employer Contributions)

Retirement/FICA
Unemplcyment Insurance

Workers' Coampensation Insurance

14.75%* of salary
.25% of salary

51% of salary

Health and Dental Insurance—Annuitants .95% of salary

Dental Insurance

Health Insurance

Life Insurance

Non-Industrial Disability Insurance

TOTAL

*Effective 1/1/84

$ 305.00
1,946.00*
16.20
54.00
$2,321.20 plus 15.96% of salary

SOURCE: Vice President—Budget and University Relations
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE SENICR VICE PRESIDENT—ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
SPRING, 1984
TABLE A-4

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Profesasor Professor
1983-84
T 54,101 (2) 37,585 (1) 29,657 (1)
u 48,593 (4) 34,407 (2) 27,020 (5)
v 52,101 (3) 31,888 (6) 25,066 (7)
W 43,696 (7) 32,509 (5) 27,080 (4)
X 46,819 (5) 32,955 (4) 26,960 (&)
Y 43,912 (6) 30,660 (7) 27,112 (3)
A 57,806 (1) 33,150 (3) 27,767 (2)
Averzage 49,575 33,308 27,233
1978=79
T 34,394 (2) 23,307 (1) 18,548 (1)
u 32,320 {4) 23,202 (2) 17,494 (8)
v 34,317 (3) 20,965 (7) 15,777 (1)
W 31,023 (8) 22,200 (1) 17,621 (4)
X 31,949 () 21,904 {4) 17,143 (&)
2 36,554 (1) 21,640 (5] 17,944 (2)
Average 32,956 22,119 17,474

Confidential data received fron comparison institutions include 9- and 11-
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences.
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RANK

ASSISTANT
PROFESSOR

ASSOCIATE
PROFESSOR

PROFESSOR

GRAND TOTAL

Source:

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT ~-- ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE A-5

MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES EXCLUDING
BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY

GENERAL CAMPUSES- AND HEALTH SCIENCES, COMBINED
9-MONTH FTE

STEP

1
11
I1I
Iv
v
VI
Sub

1
11
ITI
IV
v
Sub

I
Il
Il
Iv
v
VI
VII

VIII

Sub

-T

41,50
116.60
369.74

75.32

41.50

13.00
657.66

156.15
232.19
397.33
198.30

9.17
9893.1%

344,15
355.52
363.15
761.12
106.36
235.15
187.46
211,36

2,564.27

4,215.07

Staffing List for July 1, 1983.
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1-HORTH FTE

60.50
28.77
204.30
45.79
14.39
.10

935.45

TOTAL FEE

- 102.00
145,37
574.04
12111

55,89
13.10
LO11.

192.02
273.60
443.96
217.14

27.85

1,154,57

394,09
455.33
424.90
784.60
185.43
281.83
218.95
239, 31

2,984.4%

5,150.52



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT -~ ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
SPRING, 1984
TABLE A-6

MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES,
BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY

RANK STEP 9-MONTH FTE 11-MONTH FTE TOTAL FTE
ASSISTANT 1 14.05 .90 14,95
PROFESSOR 11 14.50 - 14.50
I11 23.80 .62 24.42

IV 12.50 -- 12.50

Sub - T 64.85 1.52 66.37

ASSOCIATE I 29.25 -- 29.25
PROFESSOR II 31.50 .40 31.90
ITI 53.50 -- 53.50

Sub - T 114.25 .40 114,85

PROFESSOR I 43.50 25 43.75
Il 132.90 2.61 135.51

Il 7.70 -- 7.70

Iv 74.97 .35 75.32

v 87.72 .65 88.37

VI 118.61 1.11 119.72

VII 1.00 1.00 2.00

Sub -~ T 466.40 5.97 472.37

GRAND TOTAL 645.50 7.89 653.3%

Source: Staffing List for July 1, 1983.
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Dr. Ed Blakely

Assistant Vice President
University of California-Berkeley
Berkeley, California 94720

Dear Dr. Blakeley:

I underatand that there is some confusion on recomciling
our current submission for average faculty salaries. Siace our
Governor froze all Wisconsin salaries for 1983-84, 1 am suggesting
that you disregard ocur latest report, rather than having another
one submitted.

The Governor and the Leglslature have approved a 3.84% {ncrease
for all state employees, including University of Wisconsin faculrty,
effective July 1, 1984.

If you have any further questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

uber H. Lorenz

Vice President
and Trust Officer xe; N R

RHL:IK

Universities EauClaire, Green Bay, LaCrotac, Madison, Milwaukec, Oshkash, Purkswde, Plattevilie, Ruer Falls, Stevens Point, Stout, Supsno-, Wisdcwarer

University Centers Birabno/Ssuk County, Barron County, Fond du Lac, Fox Valley, Mamtowoc County, Marzthon County, Maninette Couniy,

MarshfieldfWeod County, Medlord, Richland, Rock County, Sheboygan County, Washington Caunty, Wavkesha County Extennen Stalewid?
-91-



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY * DAYIS » INVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE - SaM DIECO - SAN FRANCISCO

Offi1ce of the Seniocr Vice President--  PERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 24720
Academic Affairs

April 10, 1984

TO: John Harrison, CPEC

FROM: Assistant Vice President Blakely

Attached are three charts showing comparison faculty salary data.

The figures have been calculated using the following methods.
Chart A - Comparison method using available Wisconsin data

Chart B - Comparison using Wisconsin's 3.8 (1984-85) figure as
the base for developing projections.

Chart C - Comparison method using 5 year compound growth rate

projecting Wisconsin salary 1984-85 as equal to the
average growth in previous 5 year period.
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OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT—ACADEMIC AFFATRS
SPRING, 1984 CHART A -
TABLE A-11

Proiected Difference in Paculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor  Average?

Comparison “8 Institutions:3

1983-8¢ Average Salaries 48,173 32,563 26,851

1978-79 Average Salaries 32,383 © 21,943 17,447

1984-85 Projected Salaries? 52,156 . 35,238 29,269 45,102
uc: ) -

1983-84 Average Salariesd 42,844 28,934 24,278 37,082

1983-84 Average Salaries

Adjusted for a 10% mid-year

range adjustment 47,128 31,827 26,706 40,790

1984-85 Projected Staffing 3,110 1,049 732 4,891
Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 198384 salaries to
equal ths projected 1984-85
average salaries 10.7 10.7 9.6 10.6

ISalary data excludes health sciences,

2yverages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Compar1‘son institutions: Cornell University, Harvard Uni versity, University of
I11inois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, Yale University,

University of Wisconsin {Madison) and SUMNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data
received from these comparison institutions.

4Ccmpound anmual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the ong
year projection.

51983-94 averege salaries adijusted to include merits and pravotions to be
effective 7/1/84. :
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SPRING, 1984 CHART B

TABLE A-11
Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: " UC and Comparison Institutions

. Associate Assistant
Professor  Professor  Professof  Average?

Comparison 8 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries W_* W _x _ W __*
1978-72 Average Salaries 7 49,575 7 33,308 7 2;:233
1984-85 Proiected Salaries? 32,383 21,943 17.447
2 SEEEST L mlam 35,231 29,184 45,123
UCs
1983-84 Average Salaries® 42,844 28,934 24,278 37,082
1983-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year )
range adjustment 47,128 31,827 26,706 40,790
1984-85 Projected Staffing 3,10 1,049 732 4,891
Parcentags Increase Needed to .
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to !
equal the projected 1984-35
average salaries 10.8 10.7 9.3 10.6

Ysalary cata excludes health sciences. )

2pverages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Cumpar1‘son institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, University of
I1Tinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, Yale University,

University of Wisconsin (Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data
received fron these comparison institutions.

4compound anm:al growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one
year projection.

51983-84 average salaries adjusted te include merits and pramotions to be
effective 7/1/82.
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OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT—ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
SPRING, 1984 CHART C
TASLE 3-11 '

Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institukions

-

Associate  Assistant
Professor  Professor Professor hverggﬁ

Comparison 8 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries 48,558 32,843 27,062
1978—-79 Average Salaries 32,383 21,943 17 ,447
" 1984-85 Projected Salariest 52,656 - 35,802 29,545 45,539
UCs
1983-84 Average Salariesd® 42,844 28,934 24,278 37,082
1983-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year
range adjustment 47,128 31,827 26,706 40,790
1984-85 Projected Staffing 3,110 1,049 732 4,891
Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to
equal the projected 1984-85
averages salaries 11.7 11.9 10.6 ) il.6

ISala.ry data excludes health sciences.

2averages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.
3Comparison institutions: Cornel] University, Harvard University, University of
It1inois, University of Michigan {Ann Arbor), Stanford University, Yale University,

University of Wisconsin (Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential
data received from these comparison institutions. '

4Ccmpound annmual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one
year projection.

>1983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits and promotions to be
effectiva 7/1/84.

SOufLL L. S2thatian and ECesowits P22z cen
I.l

- - . -
¢ —— Ry LY



APPENDIX E
Calhiformia State Umversity Supplementary Information

Letter to Russell Riese from Thierry F. Koenig,
March 20, 1984 101

Letter to Patrick M, Callan from Caesar J. |
Naples, April 20, 1984 1a7
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

LONG BEACH LOSAMNGELES NORTHRIDGE

DOMINGUEZ HILLS FRESMNO FULLERTON HAYWARD HUMBOLDT
ey SACRAMEN SAN LUIS OBISFO SONOMA STANISLAUS

POMONA SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213) 590 5679

March 20, 1984

Dr. Russell Riese
California Postsecondary
Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Russ:

Enclosed 138 a copy of the initial proposal of the
CSU Board of Trustees for the collective bargaining
negotiations with the California Faculty Association.

Alsc enclosed are data on CSU faculty salaries for
1983-84 and their projection into 1984-85; and data
received from the comparison 20 institutions. With
regard to the latter, they include a projection from
last year's data for the University of Colorado which
advised us that their final data may not be available
until mid=-April.

The fringe benefit information, as I advised you
earlier, were reported to the National Center for
Educationdl Statistics and therefore to us in a more
limited format than in earlier years. As soon as

I have c¢ompiled them - in a day or two - I will send
them to you.

Administrative salary information is still coming
in from other universities. I will try to send you
a complete package early next week.

Sincerely,

Thierrf'F. Koenig
Personnel Analyst

cc: Dr. Naples
Dr. Smart
Mr. Lahey

-101-
400 GOLDEN SHORE, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 IMFORMATION (213) 590 5506
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